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ABSTRACT
With heightened accountability requirements, schools are under pressure to produce academic
results while addressing behavioral challenges. The implementation of social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks has improved behavioral outcomes in students, but the impact on
academic outcomes has yet to be answered. The purpose of this study was to demonstrate that
the full implementation of a social-emotional-behavioral framework produces the desired
academic outcome results and growth on state-standards achievement tests in students with
disabilities at the middle school level. Ninety-two Virginia middle schools formed the sample
population. Three settings implemented a three-tier framework for one-two (MSA) years, threefour years (MSB), and five years plus (MSC) respectively. Reading Standards of Learning
assessments were examined to evaluate the effect of the full implementation on student
achievement. An ex post facto causal comparative design was utilized. Data was collected
through the Virginia Department of Education’s publicly accessible database and exported into
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). With 28 participant schools in MSA, 29
participant schools in MSB, and 35 participate schools in MSC, an ANOVA was utilized to
analyze the ELA data. The study did find statistically significant differences between MSA and
MSC in English language arts.
Keywords: achievement, discipline, social-emotional-behavioral framework, Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports, disabilities
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview
Chapter one will introduce background information related to this study’s topic including
the social context and theoretical framework. Also presented in the chapter one is the problem
statement, purpose statement, significance of the study. The chapter concludes by proposing the
research question and defining terms contained within the study.
Background
As a result of government mandates and societal expectations, public schools in the
United States are tasked with not only producing expected academic outcomes of its students,
but also achieving social, emotional, and behavioral outcomes of its students. In an effort to
address the added outcome expectations, schools have turned to social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks. While researchers have focused attention on the improvement of behavioral
outcomes, school climate, and attendance, using social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, the
focus on efforts to improve the aforementioned categories specifically to purpose academic gains
has only recently been highlighted. In regards to a focus on academic outcomes, researchers
have focused on the academic improvement of whole school populations. The effects of socialemotional-behavioral frameworks on subgroups of schools’ student populations have not been a
focus. Both whole school and subgroup academic outcomes affect school accreditation and
funding. As students with disabilities often experience the greatest challenges to achieving
behavioral and academic success, after reviewing the background of social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks and their connection to academic outcomes, this chapter will introduce a study that
examined the academic achievement gains of middle school students with disabilities who have
experienced a fully implemented social-emotional-behavior framework.
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Since academic growth requires strong attendance and engagement in class lessons,
students with problematic behaviors present a challenge to schools (Stripling, 2019). In the past,
a student who presented problematic behaviors could simply be dismissed from class and the
school, allowing the remaining students the ability to focus on their studies. Now, time on task,
exposure to the general education curriculum, and retention of the curriculum is necessary for all
students to succeed and therefore the school to succeed. Schools are tasked with educating and
producing positive achievement results in every student who lives in their districted zone (ESSA,
2017). Therefore, targeting both behavioral and academic achievement must be simultaneous
and complementary. Schools have begun targeting behavioral achievement in order to improve
academic achievement through various social-emotional-behavioral frameworks. The use of
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks is strategic. There appears to be a link between
teaching behavioral expectations and unlocking academia for students (Gage, Leite, Childs, &
Kincaid, 2017; Madigan, Cross, Smolkowski, & Strycker, 2016). As a result of research-based
links between teaching behavioral expectations and creating school climates that promote
environments conducive to academic success, attention has been placed on school-wide socialemotional-behavioral management frameworks (Welsh, Parke, Widaman, & O'Neil, 2001;
Fleming et al., 2005).
The appeal of research-based frameworks to address behavioral challenges is clear.
Instead of grasping at experimental ways to meet challenging behaviors head on, clearing the
path for academic success, schools have begun incorporating social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks to assist with increasing positive behaviors in students (Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf,
2010; Freeman et al., 2016; Kelm, McIntosh, & Cooley, 2014). Many schools are implementing
these frameworks to improve school climate (Dunlap, 2013; Nocera, Whitbread, & Nocera,
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2014). Along with their endeavor to promote an improved behavioral climate, schools anticipate
that students’ academic performance will improve (Bohdon & Wu, 2012). The logic behind the
endeavor is that by using such social-emotional-behavioral interventions to impact school
climate, students spend more time in the classroom, are better able to focus, and are able to
benefit from teaching pedagogy that allows them to access the curriculum with greater ease
(Horner et al., 2009; Sailor et al., 2006; Putnam, Horner, & Algozzine, 2006). The stated goal of
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks is to create an environment where students can
experience emotional, social, and academic growth (“Positive Behavior,” 2017).
Social-emotional-behavioral frameworks have been adopted because the literature
supports the claims that such frameworks do promote positive emotional, social, and behavioral
outcomes for students (Barrett, Bradshaw, & Lewis-Palmer, 2008; Bradshaw et al., 2010;
Freeman et al., 2016; Kelm et al., 2014). The literature further supports that the target goal of
creating social, emotional, and behavioral outcomes for schools also increases instruction time
received and engagement of students in the classroom (Simonsen, Surgai, & Negron, 2008).
However, the research indicating the connection between social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks and academic achievement has only recently surfaced (Madigan et al., 2016; Gage et
al., 2017). These two studies focus on both fidelity and length implementation of socialemotional-behavioral frameworks. The time frames of nine and ten years of implementation
could be discouraging for schools needing more timely results.
Gage, Sugai, Lewis, and Brzozowy (2015) suggest investigating the subcategories of
students who receive the most intense interventions; subcategories are just as important to
schools as their single mean academic score. In addition to the whole school single mean
academic score, each subcategory of a schools’ population must make measurable academic
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gains. Therefore, a closer look at effects on academic scores of specific subcategories of
schools’ student population as a result of social-emotional-behavior framework implementation
is warranted.
Historical Overview
Education is one of our country’s biggest businesses: Its existence is an investment in
human capital (Brimley, Verstegen, & Garfield, 2017). The human capital produced in our
country through the public school system pays off in a strong economy, domestic security, an
elevated standard of living, and maintenance of the United States’ position and role in the world
(Brimley et al., 2017). In other words, it benefits all of society to educate the nation’s youth – all
of the nation’s youth.
It is well-known that educated workers are more productive than their non-educated
counterparts (Brimley et al., 2016). Educated workers, those who have graduated from high
school, often procure jobs that interest them, and therefore, they are present more often at work,
strive to meet the goals of the employer and not just earn a paycheck, and are more able to adapt
to changing circumstances and duties of the job (Brimley et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2010). Since
the documented facts regarding an educated work force affect business and society at large,
society - and not simply parents and teachers - are concerned about the achievement of students
in public schools; students who graduate high school effect the nation’s economy (Fowler,
2013).
However, the task of producing strong achievement results has become more
cumbersome. Legislation over the last several decades has grown more and more demanding on
schools to show results (Sass, 2017). Beginning in 1980, calls to improve outcomes for students
with emotional disabilities (ED) have arisen (Sugai & Horner, 1999; Walker et al., 1996). These
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calls arose out of concern about challenging behaviors exhibited by this population of students.
As a result of this expressed need, the University of Oregon conducted research studies,
specifically addressing applied behavioral techniques. Additional studies drew attention to the
need for preventative instead of reactive approaches to behavior (Elliott, Hamburg, & Williams,
1998; Gottfredson, Gottfredson, & Skroban, 1996; Guerra & Williams, 1996; Walker et al.,
1996). Studies also indicated a need for data-driven and research-based decision making,
school-wide supports and common language, and explicit social skills instruction (Sugai &
Horner, 1999; Sugai et al., 2000). These studies proposed such needs be met in order to achieve
student outcomes (Sugai & Horner 2002; Mayer, 1995).
A decade later, with the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA)
of 1997, a grant made the Center for Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports possible; the
goal was to provide schools with evidence-based support for working with students with ED.
Strategies to support students with behavioral or other disabilities were developed and being
better defined. As those strategies were deemed effective for students with exceptional needs,
the concept of providing positive behavior supports to all students was now attractive (Surgi et
al., 2000).
The original funding for Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS), another
name of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, hailed from the Technical Assistance Center
which was funded by the United States Department of Education’s Office of Special Education
(OSEP). It may seem with an inception date of 1998 that social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks have been around for a long time, but they really only gained momentum after the
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act was signed into law by George Bush in 2001. Then the
renewal of IDEA in 2004, which pushed for evidence-based practices with planning instructional
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delivery and interventions with individuals with disabilities, furthered social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks adoption into schools (“Positive Behavior,” 2017). Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA), the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), was signed into law in December of 2015 by President Obama continued the
expectation of heavy accountability for schools to close the achievement gap and provide equity
of education and increased outcomes for all students through quality instruction (ESSA, 2017).
Thus data-driven, research-based decision making to provide for maximum instructional time
and engagement in learning is necessary to achieve the end goal of academic outcomes.
Social Context
Absolute morality has dissolved from the American landscape. In our postmodern world,
objective reality, truth, reason, and meaning to life do not exist (Veith, 2018). In fact,
postmodernism acts in direct opposition to absolutes and objectivity. Postmodernism is defined
as “a late 20th-century movement characterized by broad skepticism, subjectivity, or relativism: a
general suspicion of reason; and acute sensitivity to the role of sensitivity to the role of ideology
in asserting and maintaining political and economic power” (Duignan, 2018, para 1). Education,
with ties to both politics and the economics, is subject to postmodern philosophy. A result of a
societal emphasis on subjectivism and relativism is that students are arriving at school with far
more varied ideas of appropriate behavior; these rapid changes have taken a toll on behavioral
and academic outcomes in schools (Malone, 2003).
Objective goals towards academic outcomes exist without clearly defined behavioral
objective goals. Schools and their corresponding districts have become concerned as academic
scores failed to meet the federal expectations of NCLB and now ESSA. ESSA (2015) legislation
acknowledges the need for behavioral support in connection with requiring academic outcomes;
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thus, it outlines expectations of states to reduce exclusionary discipline and provides funding to
support behavioral interventions. As a result, schools have sought effective methods to ensure
safe school environments as a result of rising discipline problems and violence concerns (Hoyle,
Marshall, & Yell, 2011).
Thus, schools have looked for ways to address the academic needs of students by first
addressing their behavioral needs. Gregory and Fergus (2017) assert that behavioral needs stem
from students arriving at school with their basic human needs unmet. According to Noltemeyer,
Bush, Patton, and Bergen (2012), these basic unmet needs relate to the physiological, security,
and relational belonging. Wang (2015) suggests that creating an environment of safety, healthy
relationships, and investment in students, and helping students with social behaviors will allow
belonging, create learning enthusiasm and enhance self-confidence. It is certainly clear that
teaching academics without teaching expected behavior would not be best practice; such action
would create a missing link for students, particularly for students with challenging behaviors –
hindering their access to the curriculum (Algorzzine et al., 2012).
Theoretical Framework
Since social-emotional-behavioral frameworks are based upon and guided by the
principals of behaviorism, it is necessary to understand B.F. Skinner’s radical behaviorism
(Bolden, 2010). Through radical behaviorism, a philosophy of the science of behavior, Skinner’s
intent was to develop practices to address behavior through research (Pershing, 2016). Skinner
asserted that human behavior was worthy of scientific study (Heward & Cooper, 1992). One
principle articulated in radical behaviorism is the analytic concept. This principle directly aligns
with the social-emotional-behavioral framework’s use of positive reinforcement to create
behavioral improvement in students (Moore, 2011). Most applicable to social-emotional-
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behavioral frameworks is the analytic concept’s reinforcer (Moore, 2011). Interventions and
reinforcers are used at every tier of the multi-tier social-emotional-behavioral frameworks. As
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks are a multi-tiered system of support, it is important to
note that multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) dictate that instruction and intervention are
focused on student need, and that progress is monitored and data is recorded. Radical
behaviorism’s reinforcer is the catalyst and maintainer for instruction, intervention, and possible
progress (Batsche et al., 2015); the reinforcer is the environmental manipulation introduced to
produce desired behavioral outcomes (Bolden, 2010). Skinner’s behaviorism is used as a road
map for how to produce behavioral change in students; however, social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks focus on not only the how but the why in their quest to create both behavioral and
academic gains in students.
In regards to the premise behind meeting the needs of students in order to produce
academic results, it is important to consider “A Theory of Human Motivation” (Maslow, 1943).
The theory consists of five tiers of needs. The first four tiers of the five are referred to as the
deficiency needs. The bottom tier deals with immediate physiological needs such as food and
water (Taormina & Gao, 2013). The next tier focuses on safety. Safety directly precedes the tier
on love, such as the need for affection and belonging. After achieving basic physiological needs,
safety needs, and needs for love or belonging, the next step is the tier on esteem. This tier deals
with self-respect and respect for others (Taormina & Gao, 2013). Only after achieving the four
deficiency needs tiers can a student, according to Maslow, reach the tier of self-actualization.
Rasskazova and colleagues (2016), Taormina and Geo (2013) and Wang (2015) all tested and
largely supported Maslow’s theory in relation to learner’s needs, satisfaction, and selfdetermination to achieve.
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With academic success finding its home in the self-actualization tier, it is essential to
ensure that students’ deficiency needs are addressed in order for schools to do their ascribed job.
The implementation of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks in schools institutes school-wide
behavioral expectations, positive feedback, clearly established redirection and disciplinary
procedures, common language, tiered interventions with increasing supports, and progress
monitoring. These actions create a school climate of safety (Nocera et al., 2014). The common
expectations and positive feedback that are part of the social-emotional-behavioral frameworks
allow students to gain a sense of belonging within the safe climate of the school. In addition to
gaining a since of belonging, students learn respect for others and for themselves.
This does not mean that all tiers have to be completely realized before the next tier can
be uncovered. But the goals of the higher level do become a target as a result of the lower tiers
being largely achieved (Williams & Page, 1989). Understanding that each tier of Maslow’s
Hierarchy of Needs does not need to be completely achieved before working on the next is
important for the implementation of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks in middle schools;
schools can implement all three tiers of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks to address all of
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs simultaneously. With the many developmental tasks middle
school students must accomplish during their early adolescence (Lane, Oakes, Carter, &
Messenger, 2015; Ryan, Shim, & Makara, 2014), supporting their hierarchy of needs through
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks is wise (Akos, Queen, & Lineberry, 2005).
Simultaneous targeting of the students’ social-emotional-behavioral needs and seeking after
academic achievement combines all of Maslow’s tiers presented in his Theory of Motivation.
The complete implementation of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks in schools allow
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students to have their deficiency needs fulfilled, thus paving the way for their academic
achievement.
When it comes to social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, Skinner’s theory address the
how to create behavioral change, and Maslow’s theory address the why behind the behavior.
Both theories are therefore important. Both theories form the foundational purpose and
procedures of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks. The question to address will be do these
theories driving social-emotional-behavioral frameworks impact academic outcomes, as well as
behavioral outcomes for middle school students with disabilities.
Problem Statement
A large body of literature on social-emotional-behavior frameworks exists, some of
which exposes a clear relationship between social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and
emotional and social outcomes (Barrett, et al., 2008; Bradshaw et al., 2010; Kelm et al., 2014;
Norton, 2009; Warren et al., 2006). However, the body of literature measuring a relationship
between such frameworks and academics is more limited. The vast majority of published
research is reporting that there is no relationship between the implementation of socialemotional-behavioral frameworks and academic results (Bradshaw et al. 2010; Freeman et al.,
2016; Gage et al., 2015; Horner et al., 2009). The vast majority of those studies have been short
term, looking at results in a one year range. With social-emotional-behavioral frameworks being
a three-tiered intervention program, the idea that a social-emotional-behavioral framework would
create change within the first year of implementation is unreasonable. Those studies that have
investigated the effects of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks on academic outcomes over
longer periods than one year have looked at high school and elementary school, completed
single-school case studies, or looked at all kindergarten through twelfth grade (K12) institutions
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as one reporting group (Gage et al., 2017; Kelm et al., 2014; Lessen, Steele, & Sailor, 2006:
Madigan et al., 2016; Nocera et al., 2014). With only a few experimental studies linking socialemotional-behavioral frameworks to academic outcomes and those studies consisting of nine
years (Madigan et al., 2016) and ten years of implementation time (Gage et al., 2017), questions
still remain. Madigan and colleagues (2016) focused on K12 whole-school mean academic
outcomes while Gage and colleagues (2017) focused on elementary school whole-school mean
academic outcomes. Freeman and colleagues (2016) found that a social-emotional-behavioral
framework implementation in high schools over a 7-year period did not produce significant
results. Answers about elementary academic achievement, high school academic achievement,
and K12 achievement have been published. Definitive answers about middle school
achievement remain unanswered.
What is known about middle school is that early adolescents face many developmental
challenges, in addition to academic demands, making this period of life complicated (Lane et al.,
2015; Ryan et al., 2013); therefore, additional supports and interventions of a social-emotionalbehavioral framework may be beneficial during this time (Akos et al., 2005). The middle school
age bracket deserves attention. In addition to the age bracket, it would appear that
implementation time may be a factor in producing academic outcomes. Unfortunately, the
amount of time necessary to create statistically significant change in whole-school mean data is
longer than schools can afford to wait. Schools need results more quickly.
Thus looking at Gage and colleagues’ (2015) suggestion to consider those students
receiving the most intense interventions may hold important answers for the nation’s schools.
As schools’ single academic mean score is unlikely to be statistically impacted by the academic
outcomes of a single subcategory of students, it may appear that social-emotional-behavioral
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frameworks have no effect on academic outcomes unless in effect for nine to ten years or more.
However, schools must achieve not only a single academic outcome mean but also must achieve
in subcategories. The policy that guides these academic outcome requirements for schools is
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). The whole-school single academic school mean is the score
published for the public and community to see. However, as aforementioned, AYP is not based
upon just the schools whole-school single academic mean score. AYP requires all subcategories
of students to make academic progress. The subcategories of AYP are Race (Black or African
American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Filipino, Hispanic or Latino, Native
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, White, and Two or More Races), Socioeconomically
Disadvantaged, English Learners, and Students with Disabilities. While a school may achieve
the required whole-school single academic mean score, failing to meet the required scores for
any subcategory will keep a school from achieving the desired fully-accredited AYP status. Full
accreditation based upon AYP matters to schools; accreditation status has implications for
funding and monitoring. Therefore, both whole-school single academic mean score and
subcategory mean scores require attention from every school community.
One of those subcategories is students with disabilities. In order for a student to be
included in the subcategory of students with disabilities, two requirements must be met. First,
the student must be identified as having one of the 14 disabilities outlined and defined by IDEA.
The 14 disability categories under IDEA are: Autism (ASD), Deafness, Deaf-blindness,
Developmental Delay, Emotional Disability, Hearing Impairment, Intellectual Disability,
Multiple Disabilities, Other Health Impairment, Orthopedic Impairment, Specific Learning
Disability, Speech or Language Impairment, Traumatic Brain Injury, and Visual Impairment.
Second, the student’s disability must have an adverse effect on his or her learning. If a student
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met both requirements, he or she would have an Individualized Education Program (IEP) that
outlines special services and accommodations provided to them to allow them to adequately
access the general education curriculum. Every student included in the subcategory of students
with disabilities must have an IEP.
This subcategory often presents a challenge to schools struggling to make Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP). Students with disabilities often require more intensive interventions
than their non-disabled peers; often these students present challenges both academically and
socially (Algozzine et al., 2009). Students presenting challenges both academically and socially
would be served through the advanced tiers of a social-emotional-behavioral framework. Thus,
to investigate the impact of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks on the academic outcomes
of students with disabilities, a school would have to have fully implemented all three tiers of a
social-emotional-behavioral framework with fidelity. Sailor, Stowe, Turnbull, and
Kleinhammer-Tramill (2007) estimate that it takes two to three years for a school to fully
implement all three tiers of a social-emotional-behavioral framework (p. 368). This estimation
may prove to be effective when investigating the effects of a social-emotional-behavioral
framework on those students receiving the most intensive interventions and supports.
Therefore, if schools seek to improve academic outcomes through the implementation of
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, more needs to be uncovered about social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks effect on academic outcomes of subgroups of students, specifically
students with disabilities. The subgroup of students with disabilities is often the most
challenging to schools in achieving AYP. While schools focused on whole school improvement,
subgroups were not strategically addressed. With lacking growth in subgroups, schools have
failed to achieve AYP. The problem has not been the lack of data; publically accessible data is
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readily available. The problem has been that a focus on the subgroups has not been a priority. In
the pursuit of whole school improvement, specific subgroups have not been highlighted. Thus
the problem addressed in this study was identifying if the full implementation of all three tiers of
a social-emotional-behavioral framework has an effect on the academic outcomes of a
subcategory of AYP accreditation requirements – the academic outcomes of middle school
students with disabilities.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative, ex-post facto, causal comparative study was to
demonstrate whether or not the full implementation of a social-emotional-behavioral framework
produces the desired academic outcome results, growth on state-standards achievement tests, in
students with disabilities at the middle school level. In causal comparative studies, “the
independent variable is measured in the form of categories” (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 306).
This study compared three categories or groupings of middle school students with disabilities;
those who have experienced the independent variable of a fully implemented school-wide socialemotional behavioral framework for one to two years, three to four years, and five years or more
respectively. The independent variable was compared to the dependent variable of the academic
achievement of students with disabilities. The dependent variable is the presumed effect of the
study (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 306). For this study, the dependent variable of interest,
academic achievement, was defined as the pass rate scores on the grade 6, 7, and 8 Reading,
Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL) tests. The study’s populations and sample was the 6-8th
grade achievement pass rate testing scores of 92 middle schools’ students with disabilities, who
both are identified under the 92 disability categories of IDEA and served with an Individualized
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Education Program (IEP), of 28-35 schools per group, and were held to the same state policies in
the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Significance of Study
Large investments are being made into social-emotional-behavioral frameworks in
schools across the nation. The investment is of not only money but of faculty time in analyzing
data and creating behavioral interventions (Luiselli, Putnam, Handler, & Feinberg, 2005). These
undertakings are tackled in the theoretical hope of increasing test scores measuring student
achievement, and ultimately, the school’s effectiveness in educating its students (Bohanon &
Wu, 2012). Unfortunately, only a few studies have found social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks to have an empirically significant effect on academic achievement. Those studies
that have found empirically significant evidence suggesting a causal-comparative connection
between social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and academics have encompassed nearly a
decade of implementation time before seeing results (Madigan et al., 2016; Gage et al., 2017).
However, these studies examine only the academic single score mean for schools as a unit.
Theoretically, examining subcategories of AYP instead of the overarching school performance
may provide new answers. These subcategories represent only about five percent of the each
school; the outcomes of these subcategories are unlikely to impact a school’s single mean score
(Gage et al., 2015). The subcategories of AYP target low performing students and require a
fully-implemented social-emotional-behavioral framework to be in place in order to meet the
needs of the students. Thus, if a school has fully implemented all three tiers of a socialemotional-behavioral framework, considering the academic outcomes of special education
students would add to the body of literature and provide schools information to put into practice
immediately. While the improved academic outcomes of students with disabilities may not have
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an effect on whole-school single academic score mean, it may have an impact on schools’ AYP
and thus accreditation. Results of this study can be referenced by school districts and policy
makers when considering whether to implement a social-emotional-behavioral framework. And
if entering the process, school districts can enter with realistic expectations of the length of time
it takes to achieve desired academic outcomes. In addition, school districts can approach the
process with empirical expectations of which subgroups of students stand to make the most
significant gains in academic outcomes.
Research Questions
RQI: Is there a difference in the reading achievement scores of middle school students
with identified disabilities who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to
two years, three to four years, and five or more years as measured by the Virginia Standards of
Learning Assessment?
H01: There is no difference between the reading achievement scores of middle school
students with identified disabilities who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework
for one to two years, three to four years, and five our more years as measured by the Virginia
Standards of Learning Assessment.
Definitions
504 plan under of the Rehabilitation Act - plan to help a child with a disability identified
under the law attending a K12 education institution access the curriculum and achieve academic
success through accommodations (“What’s the difference,” 2017).
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) - the amount of improvement each school and school
district is expected to achieve in every subcategory of children, ensuring that all low-achieving

28
children meet the same high performance levels expected of all children (Guidance of Standards,
2009).
Adverse Childhood Experiences Studies (ACEs) - are traumatic events in the lives of
children that impact the individual’s functioning both at the time and afterward. These traumatic
events include abuse, neglect, witnessing violence, witnessing substance abuse, and/or separation
from family members (Violence Prevention, 2016).
Autism (ASD) - “a developmental disability significantly affecting verbal and nonverbal
communication and social interaction, generally evident before age three, that adversely affects a
child's educational performance” (About Special Education, 2018).
Behavior Intervention Plans (BIP) - takes the observations made in a Functional
Behavioral Assessment and uses the data to create a concrete plan of action for managing a
student's behavior, often identifying replacement behaviors (“Positive Behavior,” 2017).
Check-in, Check- out (CICO) - “is a Tier II, group-oriented intervention, designed
especially for students whose problem behaviors (a) are unresponsive to Tier I practices and
systems, (b) do not require more immediate individualized interventions, and (c) are observed
across multiple settings or contexts” (“Positive Behavior,” 2017).
Deafness - “a hearing impairment that is so severe that the child is impaired in processing
linguistic information through hearing, with or without amplification” (About Special Education,
2018).
Deaf-blindness - “concomitant [simultaneous] hearing and visual impairments, the
combination of which causes such severe communication and other developmental and
educational needs that they cannot be accommodated in special education programs solely”
(About Special Education, 2018).
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Developmental delay (DD) - for children between the ages of three and nine this is
“a delay in one or more of the following areas: physical development; cognitive development;
communication; social or emotional” (About Special Education, 2018).
Emotional disability (ED) - “a condition exhibiting one or more characteristics, identified
on a provided checklist, over a long period of time and to a marked degree that adversely affects
a child's educational performance” (About Special Education, 2018).
Fidelity - implementation and adherence to protocol of the seven measures set forth by
the developers of PBIS (“Positive Behavior,” 2017). A combination of accuracy and fluency
(Simonsen et al., 2013, p. 10).
Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA) - result-oriented process that “identifies
problem behaviors, the specific actions that reliably predict the occurrence and non-occurrence
of problem behaviors, and how the behaviors may change across time” (“Positive Behavior,”
2017).
Hearing impairment - “an impairment in hearing, whether permanent or fluctuating, that
adversely affects a child's educational performance but is not included under the definition of
'deafness'” (About Special Education, 2018).
Hierarchy of needs - a theory by Abraham Maslow that proposes that some needs take
precedence over other needs. This theory includes a five tier model of needs (Parkey et al.,
2014).
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) - plan to help a child with a disability identified
under the law attending a K12 education institution access the curriculum and achieve academic
success through specialized instruction and related services (“What’s the difference,” 2017).
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Intellectual disability - “significantly sub-average general intellectual functioning,
existing concurrently [at the same time] with deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during
the developmental period” (About Special Education, 2018).
Multi-tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) - high-quality, research-based instruction and
interventions, and the use of frequently and consistent progress monitoring (data) to drive
instructional goals and delivery (Batsche et al., 2005).
Multiple disabilities - “concomitant [simultaneous] impairments (such as intellectual
disability-blindness, intellectual disability-orthopedic impairment, etc.), the combination of
which causes such severe educational needs that they cannot be accommodated in a special
education program solely for one of the impairments.” (About Special Education, 2018).
Office Discipline Referrals (ODR) - written reports turned into school administration
because the behavior could not be corrected by the classroom teacher and school consequences
need to be enforced (Luiselli et al., 2005, p. 15)
Other health impairment - “having limited strength, vitality, or alertness, including a
heightened alertness to environmental stimuli, that results in limited alertness with respect to the
educational environment, that - (a) is due to chronic or acute health problems such as asthma,
attention deficit disorder or attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heart
condition, hemophilia, lead poisoning, leukemia, nephritis [a kidney disorder], rheumatic fever,
sickle cell anemia, and Tourette syndrome; and (b) adversely affects a child’s educational
performance” (About Special Education, 2018).
Orthopedic impairment - “a severe orthopedic impairment that adversely affects a child’s
educational performance.” This “includes impairments caused by a congenital anomaly [birth
defects], impairments caused by disease (e.g., poliomyelitis, bone tuberculosis), and impairments
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from other causes (e.g., cerebral palsy, amputations, and fractures or burns that cause
contractures)” (About Special Education, 2018).
Positive Behavior Interventions and Systems (PBIS) - a preventative and proactive
approach to creating behavior supports and a social culture needed for all the institutions’
students to experience emotional, social, and academic success (Hoyle et al., 2011, p. 164).
Radical Behaviorism - “the philosophy of a science of behavior treated as a subject
matter in its own right apart from internal explanations, mental or physiological” (Skinner, 1989,
p. 122).
Response to Intervention (RTI) - an approach in the special education field to provide
early, organized, and appropriate assistances to students who are struggling to perform up to age
or grade level standards. The goal of RTI is to prevent academic or behavioral failure by
providing early screening, intervention, monitoring, and research-based instruction.
Restorative Justice (RJ) - Restorative justice is a theory of justice that emphasizes
repairing the harm caused. It is best accomplished through cooperative processes that include all
stakeholders: victim, offender, and those supporting both parties (Zehr, 2015).
School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) - an assessment tool measuring the level of
implementation of seven different measures of PBIS (“Positive Behavior,” 2017).
Self-assessment survey (SAS) - assessment used by school staff for initial and annual self
–assessment of PBIS in its institution (“Positive Behavior,” 2017).
Social Academic Intervention Groups (SAIG) - Groups created for students who have
exhibited challenges in following school expectations. These groups are taught in proactive and
restorative circles, building community and social skills, while ensuring that the targeted
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challenge is explicitly addressed and coping skills and replacement behaviors are taught (Social
Emotional Instructional Groups Curriculum, 2017).
Social Emotional Learning (SEL) - is the process through which individuals gain and
apply nearly learned attitudes and skills to managing their emotions. Through this process,
individuals also learned to set and achieve positive attainable goals, demonstrate empathy, build
enriching relationships, and demonstrated responsible decision making (“What is SEL?,” 2018).
Special Education (SPED) - “specially designed instruction, at no cost to the parents, to
meet the unique needs of a child with a disability,” (IDEA 2004, 2017).
Specific learning disability - “a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological
processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, that may manifest
itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical
calculations.” This disability category includes such conditions as perceptual disabilities, brain
injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia and developmental aphasia (a type of language
disorder)” (About Special Education, 2018).
Speech or language impairment - “a communication disorder such as stuttering,
impaired articulation, a language impairment, or a voice impairment that adversely affects a
child’s educational performance” (About Special Education, 2018). This includes stuttering,
impaired articulation, impairment of comprehension, and voice impairment.
Standards-Centered or content-driven perspective - rigidly objective approach to
education that focuses on academic results. The subjective and reasons behind challenges and
roadblocks to student learning is often ignored (Miller, 2013).
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Standards of Learning (SOLs) - “Standardized assessments designed by Harcourt-Brace
Educational Measurement” administered in every public school in the Commonwealth of
Virginia at the end of each school year. (Knowles, 2014, p. 14).
Student-Centered perspective - subjective approach to education. Students and teachers
are considered partners in learning. The focus is on students first, before academic results.
Student needs and success beyond academic outcomes are the primary focus (Miller, 2013).
Students with Disabilities - “a student with a disability is defined in Public Law 108-446,
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA), as a child "(i) with
mental retardation, hearing impairments (including deafness), speech or language impairments,
visual impairments (including blindness), serious emotional disturbance (referred to in this title
as ‘emotional disturbance'), orthopedic impairments, autism, traumatic brain injury, other health
impairments, or specific learning disabilities; and (ii) who, by reason thereof, needs special
education and related services" (Part A, Sec. 602) (National Center for Special Education
Research, 2017).
Theory of operant conditioning - B.F.Skinner’s theory that proposes that behaviors that
are reinforced will continue but behaviors that received a consequence will diminish (Skinner,
1989).
Tier One Interventions - universal for all students. A primary behavioral intervention for
all students in a school building including agreed upon common approach to discipline problems,
clearly stated expectations, clearly define procedures for teaching expectations, and rewards for
achieved/demonstrated behavioral expectations (“Positive Behavior,” 2017).
Tier Two Interventions - targeted interventions for some students; these are the students
who are not responding to tier one supports (“Positive Behavior,” 2017).
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Tier Three Interventions - targeted interventions for about 5% of the school’s population
who have severe problem behaviors (“Positive Behavior,” 2017).
Traumatic brain injury - “Traumatic brain injury applies to open or closed head injuries
resulting in impairments in one or more areas, such as cognition; language; memory; attention;
reasoning; abstract thinking; judgment; problem-solving; sensory, perceptual, and motor
abilities; psycho-social behavior; physical functions; information processing; and speech”
(About Special Education, 2018).
Visual impairment, including blindness - “an impairment in vision that, even with
correction, adversely affects a child’s educational performance. The term includes both partial
sight and blindness” (About Special Education, 2018).
Summary
Schools are charged with increasing responsibilities; they are responsible for academic
outcomes as well as behavioral and attendance outcomes. To address their combined
responsibilities and the needs of students, schools have begun using social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks to improve behavior in an effort to increase academic achievement. While research
shows that social-emotional-behavioral frameworks have an effect on academic achievement,
those outcomes have only been shown after these frameworks have been implemented for nine
and ten years respectively. Studies have focused on whole school outcomes. While whole
school achievement is important, so is subgroup achievement. Students with disabilities is a
subgroup that often presents challenges to schools attaining AYP. Therefore, this study seeks to
examine the academic gains for middle school students with disabilities who have experienced a
fully-implemented social-emotional-behavioral framework.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
Culture has changed significantly since the foundation of public schools in the United
States (Mooreland, 2007; Veith, 2018). The expectations of student behavior in the classroom
has changed along with culture. In addition, student academic performance has changed. In
fact, both student academic and behavioral performance has declined (Malone, 2003).
Legislation has swung on a pendulum between content-driven to student-centered since the
1950s. The United States, as of the 1960s, was a top performer in the world academically,
holding a ranking of third (Peterson, 2016). However, attendance decreased as students
struggled to keep up with academic demands, so in an effort to keep students in school,
education swung towards the student-centered perspective from the 1970s to the 1990s
(Peterson, 2016). As a result, in the 1970s, The United States held the rank of fifth globally, and
by the 1990s, the United States has dropped to a ranking of 14th globally (Peterson, 2016). This
student-centered perspective has resulted in a continued downward trend in academic
performance; The United States has fallen from the top in the 1950s and 1960s to 36th among
the world in 2013 (Lagging Behind, 2013). In 1983, President Reagan’s A Nation at Risk
highlighted the need to once again increase academic standards. Thus, legislation began to focus
on academic standards while also keeping students in school. Legislation was looking to strike a
balance between content-driven and student-centered education. These legislative decisions
have placed the responsibility of student outcomes squarely on the nation’s public schools.
Schools were to be held accountable for the acquisition of social-emotional-behavioral skills,
academic skills, and creating a safe environment for this learning to take place (Sailor et al.,
2007). As schools struggled to meet new performance expectations, administrators searched for
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solutions. School district administrators have thus implemented social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks to address student behavior and the creation of safe learning environments, so that
student academic performance will also increase. Thus, after establishing a theoretical
framework, chapter two will provide a synthesis of existing knowledge on the topic of socialemotional-behavioral frameworks and its performance outcomes. Chapter two also will address
the historical development of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, examine the fidelity
model used to evaluate the frameworks review of the behavioral, climate, attendance outcomes,
and academic outcomes related to the frameworks, and discuss the intervention of each tier of the
frameworks, as well as the connection between trauma and needed interventions for academic
success will be discussed. Finally, chapter two will communicate how the study can fill a gap in
published research and further understand in the field.
Conceptual Framework
In order to understand the drive behind social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, it is
essential to understand the conceptual framework that is its foundation. The foundation of
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks is behaviorism. Behaviorism emerged onto the
educational scene in the mid-twentieth century. While John B. Watson would be considered the
father of behaviorism, it is the work of B.F. Skinner that has been most influential. B.F. Skinner
published over 200 books and scholarly papers over the course of his career that marked more
than half a century. Skinner clearly defined behaviorism – specifically radical behaviorism as
not a science of behavior but a philosophy of the science of behavior (Heward & Cooper, 1992).
Skinner (1989) defined radical behaviorism, “the philosophy of a science of behavior treated as a
subject matter in its own right apart from internal explanations, mental or physiological” (p.122).
Radical Behaviorism has moved from simple prediction and control over relationships between
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behavior and environment to providing a growing body of knowledge about more complex
human behaviors (Heward & Copper, 1992). Skinner desired to identify ways to use research to
develop practical practices and ways to distinguish between performance criteria, interventions,
and outcomes (Pershing, 2016).
Much of a student’s life occurs outside of school. Those students, who learn appropriate
ways to behave from their home environments, tend to display the same behavior at school. This
knowledge holds true for negative behavior as well (Malone, 2003). Schools receive students
regardless of their previous experiences and must train behavior to allow the function of school
to occur – academic learning. This task can be daunting. Therefore the development of “clear
and meaningful distinctions” between the concepts of teaching, instruction, and learning as a
result of behaviorism applications to education provide welcomed direction for educational
institutions in addressing the behavioral concerns of students (Pershing, 2016, p. 38). The
aforementioned distinctions between teaching, instruction, and learning are evident in the tiered
behavior interventions of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks utilized in schools across the
United States. These frameworks are geared toward creating change in student behavior
through, predominately, the use of positive reinforcement. Specifically, the use of positive
reinforcement aligns with Skinner’s analytic concept – one of four primary principles of his
radical behaviorism (Moore, 2011). Within the analytic concept, is the idea of the reinforcer,
which is, “the consequence of a response that increases the probability of the response” (Moore,
2011, p. 457). This reinforcer is put into practice through the multi-tiered interventions of socialemotional-behavioral frameworks. Social-emotional-behavioral frameworks function based on
the primus of Multi-tiered Systems of Supports (MTSS). Multi-tiered Systems of Support
(MTSS) is, the practice of providing high-quality, research-based instruction and interventions
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directly in line with the needs of students, and the use of consistent, frequent progress monitoring
to drive instructional goals and delivery (Batsche et al., 2005). Some MTSS focus primary on
behavior first, and other MTSS focus primarily on academics first, but all boast the goal of
increased student performance. Social-emotional-behavioral frameworks begin with behavioral
interventions in hopes of creating academic gains. Positive Behavior Interventions and Systems
(PBIS) and Social Emotional Learning (SEL) and Response to Intervention (RTI) are some
specific frameworks that fall under the umbrella of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks.
Each tier in a social-emotional-behavioral framework uses positive reinforcers to attract
individuals toward displaying the desired behavioral outcome. The bottom tier, commonly
referred to as tier one, is the primary tier. Tier one is for all students, all faculty, in all settings of
the school environment. The purpose of tier one and the reinforcers in tier one is to prevent the
development of problem behaviors. Prevention is ensured by instituting and rewarding expected
positive behaviors frequently and addressing minor behavioral mis-steps with redirection
(Cressey, Whitcomb, McGilvray-Rivet, Morrison, and Shander-Reynolds, 2014; “Positive
Behavior Interventions and Supports – OSEP,” 2017). The middle tier, referred to as tier two, is
a secondary tier and the reinforcers in this tier are designed to reduce problem behaviors for
students – both in regards to frequency and intensity. Tier two targets five to ten percent of the
school’s student population in small group-oriented, authentic settings (Simonsen & Sugai, 2013;
“Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports – OSEP, 2017). The top tier, referred to as tier
three, is a tertiary tier that exists to address the needs of individual students situations; the goal is
to reduce the intensity, frequency, or complexity of the presenting behaviors in students which
have not responded to tier one and tier two reinforcers. Tier three is designed to address the
needs of one to five percent of the school’s student population (Sailor et al., 2007). Each tier
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uses more intense and targeted reinforcers with smaller more focused groups of students
exhibiting behavioral challenges not corrected with less intense reinforcers or interventions of
previous tiers (“Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports – OSEP, 2017).
The primus of social-emotional-behavior frameworks using interventions or reinforcers
matched to student need in the setting, with attention to the level of intensity and frequency
needed by the student, based upon monitoring student progress and collecting data, aligns
perfectly with Skinner’s proposal that behavior is “part of the human experience and worth of
careful scientific analysis” (Heward & Cooper, 1992, p. 349). This careful scientific analysis
involves the knowledge that, “understanding, predicting, and improving behavior hinges on the
behavior analyst’s ability to completely define, systematically observe, and accurately record the
occurrences and non-occurrences of the behavior of interest” (Cooper, Heron & Heward, 1988,
p. 3). Supporters of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks claim that it is effective because it
uses the techniques of behavior analysis, founded on Skinner’s radical behaviorism, to create
behavioral improvement through understanding and incorporating the powerful effects of
positive reinforcement. Those who birthed the concept of social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks hinged the construction of the framework on one of psychology’s major historical
concepts.
A rich body of research focuses on social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and their
relationship to the theory of behaviorism. The theory and the research are intertwined. Socialemotional-behavioral frameworks are founded on and use the principles of behaviorism (Putnam
& Knoster, 2016). As Bolden (2010) also cites in the research of Anderson and Kincaid, socialemotional-behavioral frameworks are, “grounded in behavioral theory, which emphasizes the
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interplay between physiology and environment, and the ability to affect behavior through
environmental manipulations” (p. 19).
Through the successful production of positive behavioral outcomes in students, as a result
of implemented social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, Skinner’s radical behaviorism is tested
and advanced as a valid theory for the field of education - to put into practice. Some of the
researchers whose names are most prominent in the field of social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks works are Dr. George Sugi, Dr. Rob Horner, Dr. Glenn Dunlap, Dr. Bob Alzozzine,
Catherine Bradshaw, and Wayne Sailor. This list of prominent researchers will continue to grow
in number for the foreseeable future. This is because researchers have turned their attention to
“effective, comprehensive models for promoting healthy social-emotional development and
preventing persistent challenging behavior within early care and education programs” (Dunlap &
Fox, 2011, p. 377). Through the work of the aforementioned and other researchers, themes have
arisen as to the effectiveness of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks’ outcomes with student
performance. What has been exposed by researchers’ work with social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks, aligning with Skinner’s radical behaviorism, is that clear expectations must be in
place for all students, staff, and situations, interventions / reinforcers must be instituted early,
positive reinforcement must be provided consistently and frequently, tiers of intervention to
provide increased levels of support, and focused reinforcement must be in place. In addition, all
themes, also aligning with Skinner’s radical behaviorism, are dependent on data-based strategies
(reinforcers) to provide needed supports for students.
The goal of educational institutions and the faculty and staff within is to create safe
environments where teaching and learning can happen. Including “data-based strategies for
supporting all students along a continuum of need and intensity based on a three-tiered model of
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prevention” (Freeman et al., 2006, p. 4) is a proactive avenue to producing safe school
environments that support teaching and learning. Three-tiered models of prevention can be
behaviorally focused or academically focused or both.
In order to fully utilize the three-tiered model of behavioral prevention and interventions
and fully create a safe school environment, schools must take into account the full range of
students’ needs. Physical safety is not the only part of safety. Safety is also about making sure
students’ needs are met. Noltemeyer and colleagues (2012) cite students have basic needs,
psychological needs, and relational belonging needs. Additionally, self-fulfillment or selfactualization needs are highlighted as students’ safety needs (Rasskazova et al., 2016; Taormino
& Gao, 2013; Wang, 2015). Rasskazova and colleagues (2016) found that meeting individuals’
needs on all levels of Maslow’s hierarchy produced positive work outcomes and intrinsic
motivation. Taormino and Gao (2013) found that the satisfaction of each tier of Maslow’s
hierarchy was significantly predicted by the satisfaction of the need immediately below the
targeted tier in the hierarchy. Wang (2015) suggests, as a result of his study, that in order to
create more motivation in students academically, addressing students’ more basic and
psychological needs: need for praise, need for a safe atmosphere, and need for harmonious
relationships with instructors.
When students’ full spectrum of needs are not met, they are apt to communicate the lack
of met need through their behavior. Thus, the work of Abraham Maslow must be incorporated as
the why behind those behaviors targeted in applied behaviorism. When understanding of what
creates student behavior is grasped, preventing challenging behaviors is more feasible. But at the
advanced tiers of social-emotional behavioral frameworks, prevention has passed and problemsolving is needed. Therefore, the concept of understanding the function of a behavior becomes
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even more important; identify the need a behavior meets or communicates allows practitioners,
school personnel, to provide more effective interventions and supports. So while Skinner’s
behaviorism relies on data-driven practices, Maslow’s theory of human motivation helps
practitioners understand what the data communicates and why the results reported occurred.
Maslow’s theory of human motivation provides a theoretical framework for several of
the practices of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, specifically many of the advanced-tier
practices, discussed later, such as: Restorative Justice, Check-in, Check-Out, Social Academic
Intervention Groups, and Functional Behavioral Assessments and the creation of Behavior
Intervention Plans. Each of these interventions are most effective when the student and the
students’ needs are the focus, not simply behavioral compliance, is the focus of the intervention;
therefore, understanding how trauma experienced by students, resulting in elevated ACE scores
and deficiency needs going unmet, effects their behavior is necessary.
Several researchers have examined the connections between unmet deficiency needs.
Taormina and Gao (2013) used Maslow’s Motivation Hierarchy to measure satisfaction of needs
in an adult population; they uncovered significant positive correlations between lower-level and
higher-level needs satisfaction; the more lower-level needs were met, the more the high level
needs were also met. While Taormina and Geo’s research focuses on adults, there are studies
that specifically examine Maslow’s Motivation Hierarchy in connection with children and
adolescents. Noltemeyer and colleagues’ (2012) research reported similar outcomes to the study
on adults; however, their focus was school-aged children. Academic progress was found to be
positively related to improvements surrounding deficiency needs, specifically those of safety,
defined as access to health and dental care, and love and belonging. Garner and Thomas (2011)
focused on the love and belonging needs of students; instituting nurture groups to target the
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social, emotional, and behavioral needs of secondary students within small group learning
communities was found to be a valuable resource to students. The groups studied by Garner and
Thomas mirror the interventions of the advanced tiers of social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks, such as Check-in, Check-out and Social Academic Intervention Groups. Similar to
the current practices in many United States schools incorporating social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks, New Zealand schools have instituted Maslow’s theories in its middle schools –
research turned into reality. Deering and colleagues (2013) highlight how schools address the
needs of middle school students intentionally and explicitly at every level of Malsow’s
Hierarchy- teaching nutrition and healthy living concepts, providing positive ways to tackle peerconflict, and guiding students in setting reasonable academic growth goals. Ultimately,
supporting Maslow’s proclamation, schools will need to address the physical, mental, social, and
emotional development as well as the intellectual or academic success of students (Ziglar &
Finn-Stevenson, 2007).
Related Literature
Historical Development
Social-emotional-behavioral frameworks is an approach that is growing in popularity and
spreading across the nation. It has grown from being in over 9,000 schools in 2010 (Bradshaw et
al., 2010) to approximately 20,000 schools by 2013 (Simonsen & Sugai., 2013). However, it is
often misunderstood in its purposes and outcomes. The concept is a framework that is intent on
creating a continuum of evidence-based interventions to improve student behavioral outcomes.
“The framework is not a one-step intervention, but a shift in school environment” (Dunlap, 2013,
p. 40). And, for social-emotional-behavioral frameworks to be successful, the entire school
community must work collaboratively to develop and implement the framework into the fabric
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of the school (Dunlap, 2013). With the entire school required to be on board for success to be
achieved, it must be understood that implementation is not an overnight occurrence. In fact, it
typically takes two to three years for a school to fully implement a social-emotional-behavioral
framework (Sailor et al., 2007). In addition to Sailor and colleagues, Cressey and colleagues
(2014), address the issue of implementation not being instantaneous in their case study,
“Handling PBIS with Care: Scaling Up to School-Wide Implementation.” They claim it takes
five years to implement PBIS into schools; schools have to construct a model that meets the
needs of the school community.
What does full implementation of the framework look like? Social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks in operation institutes applied pedagogy at three tiers of interventions and supports
based. The three tiers offer support universally, in small groups, and in individual for students
socially and behaviorally (Sailor et al., 2007). Within universal tiers, defining and intentionally
instructing three to five behavioral expectations is foundational. Once those expectations are in
place, purposeful pre-correction, acknowledgment of displayed expected behaviors, and a clearly
mapped-out routes to address challenging behaviors is created (Cressey et al., 2014). Tier two,
small group settings, address behaviors that need to be redirected and reduced through
interventions, such as adult mentoring, social skills instruction and generic daily behavioral goal
sheets (Simonsen & Sugai, 2013). Tier three, targets individualized support, uses methods such
as functional behavioral assessments and behavior intervention plans to address behavioral
challenges, and identifies possible positive or prosocial replacement behaviors to be implicitly
taught to the struggling student (Sailor et al., 2007). The items that need to be put into place in
order to ensure success are daunting at first glance, and thus the reason the that implementation
is a several-year process.
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Fidelity Tool
Once implementation of a social-emotional-behavioral framework has been initiated and
achieved, an important question, already answered, is how successful implementation is
measured. “The school-wide evaluation tool (SET) was created to provide a rigorous measure of
primary prevention practices within the school-wide support” (Horner et al., 2004, p. 3). SET
consists of 28 questions organized into seven subcategories: school-wide behavior expectations
are defined, expectations are taught to all students in the school, rewards for meeting
expectations, consistently followed continuum of consequences, problem behavior monitors and
data used to make decisions, active administrative support, and school district support (Horner et
al., 2004). It was found that SET is a, “valid, reliable measure that can be used to assess the
impact of school-wide training and technical assistance efforts. The SET should also be useful in
formal analyses of the relationship between use of school-wide PBS and changes in social and
academic outcomes” (Horner et al., 2004, p. 3).
With SET, the purpose and function of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks has been
established, and has a valid measurement for implementation has been recognized. Now, the
question is what results have the framework produced? There are many areas in which research
has demonstrated great gains in student outcomes in connection with social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks. One of those areas of gain is improved discipline outcomes, stemming from
improved positive, socially-acceptable behavior that compliments learning. Some of the
improved positive behavior and discipline outcomes of focus in published research are reduced
disciplinary infractions and improved school climate.
Behavioral Outcomes
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Social-emotional-behavioral frameworks have been connected with reduced suspensions
and office discipline referrals. In regards to schools that have been trained in school-wide socialemotional-behavioral frameworks, significant reductions in both major and minor office
discipline referrals and events have been reported (Barrett, et al., 2008; Bradshaw et al., 2010;
Freeman et al., 2016; Kelm et al., 2014; Norton, 2009; Warren et al., 2006). In addition to minor
and major office discipline referral reductions, Bradshaw and colleagues (2010) found the
schools trained in school-wide social-emotional-behavioral frameworks experienced significant
reductions in their rates of suspensions in comparison to their non-trained counterparts.
Therefore, both ODR and suspension were reduced as a result of social-emotional-behavioral
framework implementation.
In addition to the reduction of office discipline referrals and suspensions, the
implementation of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks appears to have a correlation to the
improvement of school climate (Nocera et al., 2014). In addition to overall climate, socialemotional-behavioral frameworks have been linked to organizational health (Bradshaw et al.,
2009). Social-emotional-behavioral frameworks implementation’s link to organizational health
also provides the structure for incorporating both bullying and youth violence prevention into the
school’s culture (Bradshaw, 2013).
Each study addresses a different perspective or outcome of social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks implementation in schools. Regardless of perspective, all result in the same
outcome. Whether compared over one year or several, whether in the United States or abroad, or
whether in elementary or secondary schools, social-emotional-behavioral frameworks are
connected to improvement in student behavioral outcomes.
Academic Outcomes

47
While the results from research in regards to social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and
behavioral outcomes are consistent, the results from research in regards to social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks and academic gains are inconsistent and many questions remain
unanswered. It is true that the purpose of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks has, from its
inception, been to improve the behavioral outcomes of students. However, it is also hoped that
through creating well-designed school-wide social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and
implementing them, a learning environment that fosters academic achievement will emerge
(Madigan et al., 2016). Horner and colleagues (2009) attest that school-wide social-emotionalbehavior systems frameworks are actually intended to produce more effective learning
environments; the social-emotional-behavioral framework is proposed to increase attendance
(decrease suspensions), create and protect the amount of time-on-task or engagement in
instruction, and increase the level of student engagement during instruction.
The question of academic outcomes in connection with school wide social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks is not a new one. In fact, the concept has been around for more than ten
years. Sailor and colleagues (2006) declared the impact of social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks on academic outcomes would be the next frontier in research nearly a decade ago.
Putnam and colleagues (2006) proposed the assumption that the increased time to provide
focused quality instruction of effective curriculum would be a result of improved social behavior.
But, thus far, little connection between social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and academic
outcomes have been published. So if the ultimate goal is to create an environment that fosters
academic achievement, and social-emotional-behavioral frameworks is creating that
environment, what still needs to be investigated in regards to academic achievement? Why is
consistent academic growth not closely related to social-emotional-behavioral frameworks
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implementation? What is the difference in correlation between social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks and the few studies of schools achieving academic success and those, the vast
majority, that are not?
Some studies lack any statistical indication of a connection between social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks and academic gains. There are many reasons for the lack of statistically
significant evidence between social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and academics. The lack
of statistical indication between social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and academic gains
falls into several categories of research focuses: length of time of implementation, fidelity of
implementation, and treatment effects. Each category will be addressed in-depth.
One such area of research focus has been population sample and design. Despite
questions of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and academic connections being of focus
for years, there only exist a very few controlled systematic investigations on record. Gage and
colleagues (2015) conducted a review of the literature specifically related to school-wide socialemotional-behavioral frameworks’ impact on student and school academic outcomes; nineteen
studies meeting the aforementioned criteria existed at that time. The sample sizes and designs of
these studies vary drastically. Only three of the nineteen studies were randomized controlled
trials, and only four of the nineteen studies were quasi-experimental. The remainder of the
studies “offer less reliable information about the relationship in question” (Madigan et al., 2016,
p. 406). No statistically significant findings were reported in the experimental studies related to
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks’ impact on student academic outcomes. A few
statistically significant findings were found in two quasi-experimental studies – in one study
(Wills, Kamps, Abbot, Baniester & Kaufman, 2010) with results in elementary school reading

49
and in the other study (Nelsen, Martella, & Marchand-Martella, 2002) with results in all
elementary school subtests except math.
The type or level of school-wide social-emotional-behavioral-framework implementation
has been another are of focus. Most studies that address school-wide social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks also address the tiers of or types of implementation. Most studies
address only the implementation of tier one, universal interventions. These studies aim to draw a
comparison between the implementation done for all students in the school against the school or
the school’s students’ academic outcomes. However, there are a couple studies published since
the turn of the century that focus on higher tiers of implementation. Lane & Menzies (2003) ran
a correlation between both universal and secondary supports and reading achievement outcomes,
producing statistically significant results in curriculum-based assessments but not in standardized
assessments. Some researchers conducted studies that evaluated the effects of all three tiers of
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks implementation on academic outcomes, with mixed
results (McIntosh, Chard, Boland, & Horner, 2006; Nelson, Martella, & Marchand-Martella,
2002; Sadler & Sugai, 2009; Sailor et al., 2006); one study reported statistically significant
results, while the other three reported improvements but not statistically significant results. As a
result of these studies, attention has been turned to the idea that the more fully implemented all
three tiers of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, the more likely the desired academic
outcomes may occur.
The fidelity of school-wide social-emotional-behavioral frameworks implementation has
been an important research consideration. Fidelity is defined as the combination of accuracy and
fluency (Simonsen & Sugai, 2013). Fidelity is essential to bring about success in implementing
a framework and in particular a social-emotional-behavioral framework for any outcome –
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behavioral or academic (Bradshaw et al., 2010; Freeman et al., 2016). The lack of
implementation of social-emotional-behavioral framework with fidelity could be linked to failure
to correlate social-emotional-behavioral frameworks to academic outcomes (Gage et al., 2015).
And implementation of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks with fidelity has been sighted as
a criterion for studies that have been able to draw a possible correlation between socialemotional-behavioral frameworks and academic outcomes (Madigan et al., 2016; Gage et al.,
2017).
In addressing treatment effects, length of implementation, and fidelity, it is also essential
to consider how academic achievement has been measured in published studies. Academic
achievement must be defined; several research studies have chosen various instruments of
academic achievement. Some of those instruments used have been standardized tests,
progressing monitoring assessments (Ervin, Sachaughency, Goodman, McGlinchey, &
Matthews, 2006; Gage et al., 2015; Gage et al., 2017; Madigan et al., 2016; McIntosh et al.,
2006; Sadler & Sugai, 2009; Wills et al., 2010), curriculum-based assessments (Lane & Menzies,
2003), and district measures and GPA (Caldarella, Shatzer, Gray, Young, & Young, 2011; Lane,
Wehby, Robertson, & Rogers, 2007). While the predominate method of measurement of
academic achievement has been high stakes tests, such as state-standardized tests, a universal
measure of academic achievement and success has not been defined. Despite high stakes tests
being the favored method to measure academic achievement, research has not shown socialemotional-behavioral frameworks to have a significant impact on academic outcomes on statestandardized, high-stakes tests – until 2016 and 2017, however another factor is at play in both
those studies which will be addressed shortly.
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After investigating various instruments of measurement, level of tier implementation,
sample sizes and designs and still uncovering no direct link between social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks and academic outcomes, it would be reasonable to conclude that the assumption that
behavioral improvements will pave the way for an educational climate in school buildings that
would produce academic growth would be set aside. However, researchers and practioners have
been unwilling to let the assumption rest. Instead, researchers recognized problems in previous
studies with regard to small sample sizes, duration, and inadequate measure (Madigan et al.,
2016).
As a result of analysis of previously published studies, length of treatment
implementation became an area of needed investigation. It was hypothesized that one reason for
lack of statistically significant relationship between behavior management programs and
academics was length of time of social-emotional-behavioral framework implementation. This
possible reason has come to the attention of researchers recently, particularly in the last five
years. Gage and colleagues (2015) added to the body of literature in regards to longitudinal
relationships between school-wide social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and academic
achievement; while this study spanned five consecutive years, only one year of universal level
(tier one) implementation was required for a school to be admitted to the study. The lack of
statistical significance in this case may be related to the use of school-level averages instead of
students or inconsistency with required length of implementation and fidelity. Since Gage and
colleagues (2015), the momentum to consider length of implementation time has gained steam
and moved forward with three more studies published in the last two years: two in 2016 and one
in 2017 – each considering length of implementation as a crucial variable. Freeman and
colleagues (2016) examined school-wide social-emotional-behavioral frameworks’ longitudinal
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effects on school units over a seven-year period, using an interrupted series design. Despite this
study resulting in no statistically significant finding, researchers were not deterred.
The refusal to be deterred has produced other studies that have demonstrated a
statistically significant connection between social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and
academic gains. These academic gains, as it seems, appear to be a result of consecutive years of
implementation. It must be pointed out that the number of consecutive years for the two most
recent publications are significant: nine years for Madigan and colleagues (2016) and ten years
for Gage and colleagues (2017). Both Madigan and colleagues (2016) and Gage and colleagues
(2017) used state-standardized high stakes testing as their academic measurements. Madigan
and colleagues (2016) used Kentucky state standards across all grades while Gage and
colleagues (2017) used Florida state standards assessments in upper elementary grade levels.
Both studies also accounted for fidelity measures.
While it may take several years before the improvements of behavior management
frameworks influence student achievement, the question remains: are nine and ten years truly
needed? With American schools educating students for only three, four, or six years, depending
on the age level, no school has nine years or more to see improvements in its academic
outcomes. Might the difference between continuous implementation of all tiers of the socialemotional-behavioral framework with fidelity be enough to create marked influences on student
achievement – student achievement instead of school-level single mean score academic
achievement?
Gage and colleagues (2015) posed this question in their implications for research. The
goal of that study was to evaluate “school-level academic achievement, which is typically used
as the metric for policy (e.g. funding decisions), practice (e.g. Annual [Adequate] Yearly
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Progress), and evaluation research (e.g. school turnaround)” (p. 207). Since school-level
achievement is a single score, the effects of school-wide social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks may not be evident on the level that is most important to individual schools. Every
school must make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP); this requires every school to meet
percentage outcomes as a whole school and in subgroups. Studies have examined the whole
school percentage of academic outcomes. However, if school-wide social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks, “positively affected the academic achievement of students with the greatest problem
behaviors (5% of students), increases in their summative assessments may not significantly
increase the school-level academic achievement mean or the proportion of students at or above
proficient” (Gage et al., 2015, p 207). If the students with the greatest problem behaviors do
increase in their summative assessments, while the school-level academic, single-score,
achievement may not be greatly affected, the schools’ AYP status certainly stands to be affected.
Why? The answer to this question is that many of the students with behavior concerns, requiring
the most intensive interventions, are also students identified as having learning disabilities;
students with disabilities exhibit higher behavioral risk than their peers without disabilities
according the Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS) (Lane et al., 2015). Students with
disabilities are a subcategory of AYP – a subcategory that often presents challenges to schools in
meeting AYP. The students in the category of students with disabilities have a vast array of
needs and challenges. Those needs and challenges effecting their educational performance fall
into one of fourteen categories: autism, deafness, deaf-blindness, developmental delay, emotional
disability, hearing impairment, intellectual disability, multiple disabilities, other health
impairment, orthopedic impairment, specific learning disability, speech or language impairment,
traumatic brain injury, and/or visual impairment, including blindness. In order for a child to
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receive specialized education under special education law, the child must meet the qualifications
for a student with a disability, meeting the criteria of a disability listed above, and the disability
must also have been shown to adversely affect the student’s education. Students must be
identified as having a disability, and they must demonstrate that the disability has an adverse
effect on their access to the general education curriculum in order to receive services and
accommodations through an Individualized Education Program (IEP); the services and
accommodations are driven by the goals developed for them yearly based upon the data from
their cumulative file, recent evaluations, and classroom observations. While it is expected that
effect on education would be connected to academic outcomes, many of the aforementioned
behaviors also produce social and behavioral outcomes. The social and behavioral outcomes
often inhibit student’s educational performance.
Studies by researchers in education, psychology, and sociology on the relationship
between social behaviors and academic skills provide backing to the commonly held belief that
the two, social and academic, domains influence one another (Hawkins & Lishner, 1987; Kellam
et al., 1991; McEvocy & Welker, 2000; Brock et al., 2017). This commonly held belief extends
to educational practitioners and policy makers. Specifically, these professionals acknowledge
that many students with learning disabilities struggle with reading and written languages and
social competence or function (Algozzine & Algozzine, 2009). In fact, students with learning
disabilities often also have other disorders such as attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder or
conduct disorders (Kaukiainen et al., 2002; MacMillian, Gresham, & Bocian, 1998; Vaughn &
Fuchs, 2003); therefore, these students present with disabilities that directly affect academic and
social domains. Ultimately, Algozzine and colleagues (2012) argue that it isn’t important
whether poor behavior or low academic performance causes the other - simply that they are
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intertwined and targeting both areas is equally important. Targeting both areas of social and
academic domains is necessary for students, specifically those with disabilities; both domains of
skills must be explicitly taught.
Tiered Supports
Algozzine and colleagues (2012) point to the implementation of school-wide academic
and behavioral interventions, featuring both high fidelity and progress monitoring, as the best
route to creating both social behavior and academic improvements of all young students, but
specifically those with disabilities. Lane and colleagues (2015) echo this sentiment and bridge
Algozzine and colleagues’ assertion to the next level of education – middle school; in their study
focusing on the academic performance of students transitioning from elementary to middle
school, they explain that students with disabilities may benefit from universal and targeted
supports. In fact, the researchers, such as Kieta, Cihon, and Abdel-Jalil (2019), emphasize that it
is essential not to assume special education services are meeting the multiple needs of students
with disabilities – explaining that a continuum of supports, including behavioral analysis, for
these students [at both tier 2 and tier 3] should be provided over an extended period.
Tier two and three, advanced tiers, of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks are
designed to address student needs that persist after the preventive interventions have been
attempted (Mergler, Vargas, & Caldwell, 2014). There are several advanced tiered supports
available to schools to address the need for a continuum of supports over an extended period of
time. Some of those advanced tier supports are Check-in, Check-out (CICO), Functional
Behavioral Assessments (FBA) Behavior Interventions Plans (BIP), Social Academic
Instructional Groups (SAIG), and Restorative Justice (RJ) (Mergler et al., 2014).
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Check-in, Check-out (CICO) is an advanced tier support that stands to benefit students
over an extended period of time. CICO is designed to target the needs of 7-12% of a school’s
population of students and is designed to reduce the minor behavioral challenges of students who
are off task, talk back to the teacher, arrive late to class, and / or forget their supplies and
assignments (Hawken et al., 2015; Positive Behavior Interventions & Supports, 2017). The
students participating in CICO meet with their mentor each morning. During the morning check
in several items of business are conducted: the student’s daily behavior report card (DBRC) from
the previous day and signed by a parent is collected, assurance that the student has all materials
needed for a successful school day is secured, a point goal for the DBRC for the day is set by the
student, with mentor guidance. While providing the student with the DBRC, the mentor helps
the student process ways to meet the set point goal. Finally before the student leaves for class,
student and mentor together rate the students’ behavior during the CICO morning meeting and
the mentor records attendance, behavior, and DBRC signature data (Miller, Dufrene, Olmi,
Tingstrom, & Filce, 2015; Positive Behavior Interventions & Systems, 2017). During the school
day, the student presents the DBRC to the teacher at the beginning of the class period and a brief
goal review and encouragement is provided by the classroom teacher. At the end of the school
day, the student returns to the CICO mentor, where points are tallied and the data entered. The
mentor reviews with the student both goals met and not yet achieved, discussing what worked
and brainstorming solutions for what didn’t work. The student then takes a copy of the DBRC
for his or her parent or guardian to sign and return the next school day (Miller et al., 2015;
Positive Behavior Interventions & Systems, 2017).
CICO holds research-based backing in regards to its effectiveness. Hawken and
colleagues (2015) found over the span of two academic years, 84% of elementary and middle
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school students who participated in CICO achieved at least 80% of their DBRC. CICO check
out was also found to be a viable tool to fade disruptive behaviors and teach self-monitoring
(Miller et al., 2015). In addition to CICO reproducing significant results in reducing students’
undesirable behaviors, the advance tier intervention has shown results in reducing off-tasked
behaviors in elementary and secondary students with special needs (Ennis, Jolivette,
Swoszowski, & Johnson, 2012; Swoszowski, Jolivette, & Fredrick, 2013; Swoszowski,
McDaniel, Jolivette, & Melius, 2013). In addition to off-task behaviors, CICO has resulted in
reductions in problem behavior and class work and homework completion and accuracy
(Turtura, Anderson, & Boyd, 2014). According to Hawken (2014), CICO was effective with
students at risk for emotional and behavioral disorders in 14 of 18 published studies in the
elementary school setting and nine of ten published studies in the secondary school setting. In
other words, while CICO has been effective, the most consistently effective behavioral outcomes
have been seen with secondary students with special needs.
Yet another advanced tier support that deserves specific attention is that of the combined
services of a functional behavioral assessment (FBA) and a behavior intervention plan (BIP).
While students’ behavior may seem complex and daunting, Gable, Park, and Scott (2014) assert
that behaviors are simply the interactions between a student and the surrounding environment to
either obtain something desired or escape something undesirable. A FBA is a process or set of
evaluations that identifies an unwanted behavior exhibited by a student, seeks to identify the
purpose of that undesired behavior, and identify what factors reinforce the continuation of the
behavior. Identification can include both existing and new data and evaluations. Some of the
types of data collected are from indirect assessments such as interviews and rating scales, ABC
analyses, and observations of target behaviors. (Losinski, Maag, Katsiyannis, & Ryan, 2015).
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Ultimately, identifying each of these elements allows assessors to target what is impeding a
student’s learning (VA Department of Education, 2015). As a result of a FBA, a BIP is created
for the struggling student. A BIP is a “plan that utilizes positive behavioral interventions and
supports to address behaviors that interfere with the learning of students with disabilities or the
learning of others or behaviors that require disciplinary action” (VA Department of Education,
2015, p. 1). Borgmeier, Loman, Hara, & Rodriguez (2015) point out that research demonstrates
that BIPs fall short in providing for the needs of the student when the information from the FBA
isn’t utilized to create the BIP; a BIP must be created based upon data from the student’s FBA.
The BIP lays out ways in which to help a student decrease the specific undesired behavior and
provide the student with a desirable and positive replacement behavior. Some of the steps of
following a student’s BIP are: teaching replacement behaviors, altering the classroom or teaching
environment to increase positive consequences such as teacher attention of appropriate behavior,
and reducing or removing the students’ typically sought outcome such as teacher attention or
avoidance of work (Lewis, Hatten, Jorgenson, & Maynard et al., 2017). While the FBA and BIP
are used primarily with students with disabilities, they can be utilized for students without
disabilities as well. Regardless of a student’s identification as either having a disability or not,
FBAs and BIPs are formal and documented avenues for all adults with a vested interest in the
student’s success, including parents, teachers, counselors, administrators, and other school
professionals, to provide support with consistency across all settings of the students’ academic
experience. Along with the formal FBA and BIP as a guide, the use of behavioral skills training
for adults serving students with behavioral needs provides supports to both the students and those
supporting the students (Kirkpatrick, Akers, & Rivera, 2019). Conducted correctly and
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implemented effectively, FBAs and BIPs should be used prior to any sort of exclusionary
discipline is needed or considered (Lewis et al., 2017).
The research consistently promotes FBAs and their resulting aligned BIPs as effective
interventions to reducing undesired behavior in students. BIPs developed based upon FBA data
are connected with reduction in off-task behaviors and reduction disruptions in elementary
school students with emotional disabilities (Hansen, Wills, Kamps, & Greenwood, 2014), the
combined reduction in externalizing behaviors and increase in academic engagement in middle
school students without disabilities (Losinski et al., 2015), and the reduction of behaviors in
students with ADHD, autism, or intellectual disabilities (Miller & Lee, 2013). Regardless of
type of identified disability or lack thereof, FBAs and BIPs have proven useful to their intended
goal, to reduce negative behaviors that interfere with classroom learning and engagement.
Another advanced tier support that deserves specific attention is Social Academic
Instructional Groups (SAIG). SAIG is an intervention, typically, for students who need more
than CICO offers. However, students on CICO can also receive interventions through SAIG.
SAIG uses the circle format of restorative practices, addressed below, and focuses on classroom
survival skills and emotional management skills. Each SAIG group should last nine weeks
(Social Emotional Instructional Groups Curriculum, 2017). SAIG has been used by some
schools as a nine-week curriculum to teach students who are experiencing behavioral and social
challenges how to own up to mistakes and take accountability, accept feedback, and how to
apologize to others appropriately (Shah, 2012). Shah (2012) found that the Charleston Middle
School that instituted SAIG saw its school population, which doubled from 250 students in 2007
to 500 in 2011, reduced its out-of-school suspensions from 170 in 2007 to fewer than 100 in
2011. SAIG has produced positive results in the limited published studies on the intervention.
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Finally, an advanced tier support that deserves specific attention is that of Restorative
Justice practices. Schools are able to introduce a three-tiered social-emotional-behavioral
framework while also putting Restorative Justice to work. By its very nature, social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks take up to three years to implement; whereas, it is possible to implement
Restorative Justice techniques immediately (McNeill, Friedman, & Chavez, 2016). Therefore,
establishing Restorative Justice practices can support the reduction of current socially
maladaptive behaviors of students immediately while the tiers providing preventive measures to
curb maladaptive behaviors are constructed and established. However, once the three tiers of a
social-emotional-behavioral framework are established, restorative justice provides schools with
a practice that creates an avenue to deal with problem behaviors that have not been addressed by
the preventive intentions of the first tier of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks (McNeill et
al., 2016).
In order to understand or institute Restorative Justice practices it is essential to examine
the working definition stated by the creator of the movement itself; Zehr (2015) states,
“Restorative justice is an approach to achieving justice that involves to the extent possible, those
who have a stake in a specific offense or harm to collectively identify and address harms, needs,
and obligations in order to heal and put things as right as possible” (Zehr, 2015, p.48). Thus,
restorative justice addresses not only the behavior but the reasons behind the behavior and the
effect the behavior has on the “victim,” the “offender,” and the community.
Research results of the effects of Restorative Justice have been positive. Court systems,
schools, and prisons have implemented restorative justice practices both as part of research
studies and as a result of published research. The concept of restorative justice began in the legal
field. Its success in reducing crime and providing closure to both victim and perpetrator gained
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attention of educators. As a result, educators began utilizing restorative justice practices in
schools. The positive results have been reported in legal and academic arenas.
Restorative justice blossomed in the 1970s and 1980s in Canada and the United States
under the name of Victim Offender Reconciliation or Victim Offender Conferences (VOC)
(Zehr, 2015). While these practices emerged in the United States, it was New Zealand that
completely revolutionized its juvenile justice system in 1989, making restorative practices the
first exposure to the justice system and the court system as the backup (Zehr, 2015). The New
Zealand system utilizes the Restorative Justice model of the Family Group Conference (FGC).
As Restorative Justice is focused on the needs of the victim, understanding the victim’s
motivation in participating in a restorative dialogue is critical. Often victims are hoping to
provide and gain insight and healing through the restorative circles process (Camp, 2017). The
British have taken note of New Zealand’s success and have instituted their own Restorative
Justice practices conducted in conjunction with the court system. The Restorative Justice
practices in the British Isles seek better outcomes for offenders but still focus its efforts on the
needs of the victims. Research from the British Isles shows a statistically significant outcome
between satisfaction of victims who received Restorative Justice (60%) and those who only
received court room verdicts (46%). Ninety-six percent of victims who attended restorative
conferences felt the process was fair, 94% sighted that their opinion was considered and 96%
received an apology from their offender (Sherman & Strang, 2007). The results in Britain have
been replicated in other locations. Shapland, Robinson, and Sorsby (2011) report victims
participating in Restorative Justice practices perceived the process to be fair. In fact, the
voluntary nature of Restorative Justice for the victim has been cited as giving the child victim a
sense of involvement and fairness that has contributed to healing (Gal & Shidlo-Hezroni, 2011).
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While Restorative Justice’s focus is the victim, there are documented positive outcomes
for the offender and community as well. The Wisconsin Court System used restorative practices
in relation to recidivism of drunk driving offenders. Of 191 participants, 96.7% did not commit
another drunk driving offense after participating in restorative practices – specifically Victim
Impact Panels – where offenders were able to hear the perspectives of those victimized. In fact,
self-reporting results highlight that the experience was successful. As a result of the victim
impact panels, offenders now, realize drinking and driving is a big risk (99%), plan to arrange
alternative transportation if planning to drink (99%), realize their behavior places the community
at risk (96%), realize the consequences of drinking and driving (97%), are considering stopping
or decreasing amount of consumed alcohol (96%), and vow their behavior will be different
moving forward (96%) (Miner, 2014). Not only has Restorative Justice been successful in cases
of drunk driving, it has also had promising results in preventing recidivism in sexual offenses as
well. Bohmert, Duwe, and Hipple (2018) note a Minnesota Restorative Justice program, Circles
of Support and Accountability (MnCOSA), demonstrates a 62% lowered risk for rearrest, and an
84% lowered risk of returning to prison for any reason. Additionally, Bates, Williams, Wilson,
and Wilson (2014) reported lower than expected recidivism rates for sexual offenders as a result
of a Restorative Justice practice of Circles of Support and Accountability called Circles South
East (CSE).
In the legal arena, the restorative practice models are often victim offender conferences
(VOC) or family group conferences (FGC) (Zehr, 2015). However, within schools, students
typically participate in restorative practices in the form of circles where all parties affected by the
conflict come together, reach a resolution that is agreeable to all, and provide the offender the
opportunity to gain understanding of the effect of their behavior and take accountability
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(National Opportunity to Learn, 2018). In this process, all participants form a circle. A talking
piece, and pre-identified neutral object, is used to ensure that each person has the opportunity to
voice their perspectives; the opportunity to speak is provided in the order in which each
participant is seated as the talking piece is passed around (Zehr, 2015).
School systems have also put Restorative Justice practices into action with positive
outcomes. Those positive outcomes have been connected to school absenteeism, school climate,
school discipline, and even academic outcomes. Sumner, Silverman, and Frampton (2010) claim
that a correlation between restorative justice and school discipline occurred at Cole Middle
School, part of the Oakland Unified School District; researchers found an 87% decline in
suspensions during the first two years of implementation. Armour (2013) also reports decreases
in suspensions of middle school students in Texas in the first year of Restorative Justice
implementation – 84% among the sixth grade population and 19% school-wide. McMorris,
Beckman, Shea, Baumgartner, and Eggert, (2013) report restorative justice’s impact in all four
aforementioned areas. The participants from Minnesota self-reported a decrease in skipping and
physical altercations, a stronger sense of school connectedness, and slight increases in grade
point averages between the pre-and-post intervention periods of six weeks. Jain, Bassey, Brown,
and Kalra (2014) also report Restorative Justice’s impact in the areas of absenteeism and school
climate. The Oakland middle school population of students experienced 24.4% decrease in
absenteeism, 69.1% of the staff reported improved school climate, and academic impact of
128.2% growth in ninth graders’ Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) scores was recorded in
conjunction with Restorative Justice implementation (Jain et al., 2014); these SRI scores are a
measure of reading Lexile which measure a student’s ability to read and comprehend texts
(Lexile Measures for Reading and Writing, 2018.). Finally, most recently, Mansfield, Fowler,
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and Rainbolt (2018) investigated the possible relationship between restorative practices and
decreased exclusionary disciplinary measures experienced by students. In 2010-2011, the
Central Virginia High School reported 19% of the student body receiving In-School Suspension
(ISS) and 12% of the student body receiving Out-of-School Suspension (OSS). However, after
introducing and implementing a three-tiered Restorative Justice practice within the school
building, a marked decrease in exclusionary discipline was observed by 2014-2015: seven
present ISS and seven percent OSS respectively (Mansfield et al., 2018). As school suspensions
are linked not only to increased risk-taking behaviors and drop out statistics but also to reduced
academic engagement and lower academic achievement, schools only stand to benefit from
considering Restorative Justice practices (Crenshaw, Ocen, & Nanda, 2015; Morris, Conteh, &
Harris-Perry, 2016; Skiba, Arredondo, & Williams 2014). Restorative Justice practices benefit
the students, the school, and thus the community.
Restorative Justice practices are meeting the needs of students and producing positive
results for schools in several categories through multiple measures. One of the reasons positive
results are being reported for school discipline, absenteeism, climate, and academic outcomes is
that restorative practices meet the needs of students with trauma histories and/or other setbacks.
Behaviors do not happen within a vacuum; they result from earlier experiences. The concept of
trauma effecting students’ social and academic performance is not a new one. In fact, Adverse
Childhood Experiences (ACEs) studies, beginning in 1995, specifically study the effects of
trauma on young minds (Violence Prevention, 2016). These studies have been retrospective in
nature and have focused on the connection between childhood trauma and poor health outcomes
in adults (Greenson et al., 2014).
ACEs
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So what are the ACEs studies; what exactly do they tell us? The ACEs studies examine
origin of risk factors such psychological and physical abuse that have negative consequences on
social and health outcomes. The ACEs studies use a questionnaire constructed derived from
other published surveys; the survey was conducted by mail and used a sample size of 17,000
adults (Leitch, 2017). The published outcomes of the study broadcast to the public the “extent to
which adverse childhood events shaped the future social and physical health outcomes, including
life expectancy” (Leitch, 2017, p. 2). The results of the first study, like any valid study, have
been replicated extensively. Within the last ten years, specific focus on outcomes as a result of
childhood trauma and ACE score have been published – outcomes such as social, emotional and
cognitive impairments (Briere, Kaltman, & Green, 2008), and risk taking behaviors that lead to
physical illness (Brown et al., 2010; Fuemmeler, Dedert, McClernon, & Beckham, 2009; Smith,
Gotman, & Yonkers, 2016). While some studies have focused on ACE scores correlations with
adult outcomes, others have focused on adolescent populations. ACE scores and adolescent
health have been linked (Flaherty et al., 2009; Thompson et al., 2015) as have ACE scores and
adolescent behavioral concerns (Fox, Perez, Cass, Baglivio, & Epps, 2014; Hunt, Slack, &
Berger, 2016; Greenson et al., 2014). Childhood loss and trauma are creating significant public
health and social welfare problems and demonstrating a need for both early prevention and
intervention.
Treatment and intervention have been deemed effective in several cases. Ippen, Harris,
Van Horn, and Lieberman (2011) study treatment provided through a child-parent psychotherapy
(CCP) model for children at greatest risk, as measured by their scores corresponding with ACEs.
The 6-month study resulted in “support of efficiency of CCP with preschoolers who experienced
multiple” traumatic and stressful life events (Ippen et al., 2011, p. 509). Murphy and colleagues
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(2015) also reported promising results in a group attachment-based intervention, demonstrating
reduced ACE scores in the children of parents as compared to parents receiving the intervention.
The answer to the question can trauma be addressed is yes. It is being addressed,
according to research, through counseling and various therapies. Those interventions are
necessary but the schools are still left to address trauma that manifest in the classrooms. Some
manifested trauma in the classroom comes in the form of chronic absenteeism (Stampel, CoxMartin, Bronsert, Dickinson, & Allison 2017). Chronic absenteeism, correlated to children’s
experiences of ACEs, may be a catalyst creating poor academic performance, decreased
engagement and increased chances of grade retention (Stempel et al., 2017). ACE scores have
also demonstrated statistically significant links to externalizing behaviors in children, and to a
lesser extent, but still notable to internalizing behaviors and ADHD diagnosis (Hunt et al., 2016).
In fact, Burke, Hellman, Scott, Weems, and Carrion (2011), found that children with an ACE
score of four or more were 33 times more likely to also demonstrate learning and behavioral
problems as compared to those children with a zero ACE score. Some of the reference
behavioral problems can be minor disruptions but other are significant violence: physical
bullying, fighting, vandalism, and weapons on school grounds (Forester, Gower, McMorris, &
Borowsky, 2017). Adolescent boys in particular were found to be vulnerable to more significant
and violent behaviors in connection with increased ACEs, particularly in regards to physical
bullying and carrying a weapon to school (Forester et al., 2017). With the aforementioned
findings in mind, ACEs correlation to high school dropout statistics is part of a logical
progression. Iachini, Petiwala, and DeHart (2016) highlight ACEs as critical factor to consider
when designing intervention for students at high risk for school dropout – specifically those
repeating the ninth grade. The impact of trauma on behavior and learning in the classroom has
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been clearly identified in published research and progresses from trauma to absenteeism and
externalizing behaviors and then to discontinued education. Knowing the progression of adverse
educational effects ACEs have on students, schools must look for ways to intervene and create a
bridge for students to learn (Phifer & Hull, 2016).
The needs of students with elevated ACE scores can appear to create overwhelming tasks
for schools, particularly schools serving a community with low socioeconomic status (Hunt et
al., 2016). However, through the creation of a safe school environment and of tiered
interventions, targeted help is possible. Ensuring school faculty and staff receive training on
trauma and the effect it has on learning is a key step to creating a safe learning environment
(Stempel et al., 2017; Kirkpatrick, Akers, & Rivera, 2019). By understanding trauma and its
effects, school personnel can build trusting relationships and be advocates for families to both
identify and use resources available to them (Walker & Walsh, 2015). Some of those resources
available to help students and families are nurses, primary care physicians, mental health
providers, social services, and other private providers who offer both intervention and training
(Stempel et al., 2017; Syros, 2017). Schools play a critical role in connecting families to
resources as school personnel are often the first to notice or learn of a child’s needs and concern
(Walker & Walsh, 2015). The school also plays a critical role as one of the resources for
families. Through tier interventions, providing clear expectations and positive enforcement to all
students at the universal tier level and more intensive supports at the advance tiers in the form of
CICO, SAIG, RJ Circles, and FBA and BIPS, schools provide a place where students can heal
from their trauma and grow academically, socially, and emotionally.
Evidence that a relationship between academic difficulties and emotional and behavioral
problems exist (Hinshaw, 1992; Arnold, 1997); this evidence relates directly to adolescents. As
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the studies that have produced significant results between social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks deal with elementary school specifically (Gage et al., 2017) and general
kindergarten to 12th grade (Madigan et al., 2016), middle school, which represents early
adolescence, is an age bracket with room for additional knowledge to be added to the body of
literature. Because early adolescence is marked by an array of developmental changes, it is a
period of a person’s life that is often complicated to navigate (Lane et al., 2015; Ryan et al.,
2013). Juvonen, Le, Kaganoff, Augustine, & Constant (2004) point out that low achievement,
behavior problems, and alienation are a triple threat during the middle school years. Simpson,
Patterson, and Smith (2011) note that the avoidance in addressing emotional and behavioral
concerns can actually create further reduced academic performance. Connected to academic
adjustment of middle school students, declines have been highlighted in both motivation (Harter,
1981) and engagement (Skinner, Zimmer-Gembeck, Connell, Eccles, & Wellborn, 1998).
Declines in academic achievement at the middle school level have also been a focus (Rudolph,
Lambert, Clark, & Kurlakowsky, 2001). Thus, this crucial period of life, where lack of
motivation, conduct problems, poor peer relationships, and decreased achievement present
challenges to success, has been considered to be an opportune time to introduce and implement
interventions and supports (Akos, Queen, & Lineberry, 2005).
Summary
The contributions to the studies on social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, anchored to
Skinner’s radical behaviorism, to the educational field are vast and varied. Some studies target
student behavioral outcomes such at referrals for disrespect, defiance, fighting, disruptions, and
skipping. Other studies take a look at school climate in relation to the implementation of socialemotional-behavioral frameworks. And more recently, studies have investigated any possible
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connection between the implementation of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and
students’ academic outcomes. While it is consistently discovered that well implemented socialemotional-behavioral frameworks in schools have a positive outcome on behavioral measures,
the results are inconsistent in regards to the parallel between social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks and academic measures. However, in the last two years, the results of longitudinal
studies have been promising in regards to academic outcomes. Students’ kindergarten to 12th
grade educational career spans 13 years; waiting nine and ten years to see academic results for
students is too much for impact.
As suggested by Gage and colleagues (2015), examining social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks effect on those students, students with disabilities, who require the most intensive
interventions, is the next step. Those students who receive advanced tier interventions may
demonstrate great gains. However when their gains are measured within the construct of an
entire school’s mean score, a significant gain for these students may not create a significant gain
for the school’s score. But that doesn’t mean a significant gain for these students will not create
significant impact for the school. Significant gain for students with disabilities may equate to
gain in a subcategory of Adequately Yearly Progress (AYP). As the subcategory of students
with disabilities is often the cause of schools not meeting AYP and maintaining their
accreditation, finding a connection between the practical framework of social-emotionalbehavioral learning and academic outcomes of students with disabilities would add to the body
of literature and provide knowledge practitioners could utilize immediately.
Students need both behavioral and academic skills to succeed. Our schools need students
to succeed both behaviorally and academically. Society needs our schools to succeed. The
United States desires to have well-prepared students emerge from schools to lead and contribute
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– this means academic outcomes. If behavior and academic outcomes are linked, as research has
asserted, addressing both simultaneously is the next step.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview
Chapter three will introduce the methodology of this study that was designed to
demonstrate that the full implementation of a social-emotional-behavior framework produces the
desired academic outcome results, growth on state-standards achievement tests, in students with
identified disabilities at the middle school level. It will address the rational for the study’s ex
post facto casual comparative design and will list the research question and hypothesis. The
chapter will then provide a detailed description of the study’s setting and participants with
disabilities from 92 middle schools in the same state school system: three groups experienced the
independent variable of a fully-implemented social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to
two years, three to four years, and five or more years respectively. With the sixth through eighth
grade student achievement scores being the dependent variable, after presenting information on
the specifics of the Reading Six, Seven, and Eight Virginia Standards of Learning Assessment
instrument, data analysis procedures will be provided.
Design
An ex post facto, non-experimental, Causal Comparative design was used for this study.
This design is used because the focus of the study is an observed relationship between naturally
occurring differences in the dependent and independent variables (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).
The researcher used existing data to observe the effect the independent variable has on the
dependent variable without any manipulation to the independent variable (Gall et al., 2007). The
researcher did not administer an intervention; instead the researcher measured variables in
already naturally occurring situations (Warner, 2013).
The study utilizes a non-equivalent, convenience, nominal scale grouping of independent
variables. In causal comparative studies, “the independent variable is measured in the form of
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categories” (Gall et al., 2007, p. 306). The independent variable is the grouping of middle school
students with disabilities: three groups which have experienced a fully-implemented, three-tier,
school wide social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to two years, three to four years, and
five or more years respectively. The dependent variable is the presumed effect of the study (Gall
et al., 2007). The dependent variable is the sixth through eighth grade students with disabilities
academic outcomes on the Reading Six, Seven, and Eight Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL)
tests. Because this study is comparing three groups on a single dependent variable, an ANOVA
was utilized (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013).
Research Question
RQI: Is there a difference in the reading achievement scores of middle school students
with identified disabilities who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to
two years, three to four years, and five or more years as measured by the Virginia Standards of
Learning Assessment?
H01: There is no difference between the reading achievement scores of middle school
students with identified disabilities who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework
for one to two years, three to four years, and five our more years as measured by the Virginia
Standards of Learning Assessment.
Participants and Setting
The study’s participants were students with disabilities from 92 middle schools in the
Commonwealth of Virginia. All 92 middle schools are public schools and house grades six
through eight. Any middle schools with a different grade configuration were not considered for
this study. Each of the schools are required to use the Virginia Standards of Learning
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assessments yearly. Additionally, the schools must all test within the specified testing window
and adhere to strict testing procedures and protocol.
The sampling procedure used for this study was a convenience sample. It is a
convenience sample because the sample was taken from publicly accessible data to which was
readily available to the researcher (Warner, 2013). The sample was identified based on the
schools’ full implementation of a three-tiered social-emotional-behavioral framework. Three
groups were selected as a result of having implemented all three tiers of a social-emotionalbehavioral framework and placed into three categories: those schools with one to two years of
framework implementation, those schools with three to four years of framework implementation,
and those schools with five or more years of framework implementation. The schools studied
were middle schools because, as stated by the American Psychological Association, middle
school students’ grades in comparison to their elementary school scores drop drastically.
Specifically, studies highlight the slump in middle school academic performance due to
decreased motivation and self-confidence (Middle School Malaise, 2017).
Ninety-two middle schools in the Commonwealth of Virginia are the setting for this
study. All 92 schools are within the same state and held to the same academic standards, testing
procedures and protocol, and testing window. For the purposes of this study, the schools will be
referred to by their pseudonyms. Middle School Category A (MSA) was the schools with one to
two years of implementation, Middle School Category B (MSB) was the schools with three to
four years of implementation, and Middle School Category C (MSC) was the schools with five
or more years of implementation. MSA, MSB, and MSC contained naturally occurring groups
of students by grade level: sixth, seventh, and eighth grades. Middle schools with alternative
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grade configurations were excluded from this study. The sixth through eighth grade groups of
students with disabilities from each school form the study’s population.
The total sample population included was 93,047 students. Twenty-two thousand, five
hundred sixty-one students within MSA experienced full implementation of a three-tier, socialemotional-behavioral framework for one to two years, 30,590 students within MSB experienced
full implementation of a three-tier, social-emotional-behavioral framework for three to four
years, and 39,896 students within MSC experienced full implementation of a three-tier, socialemotional-behavioral framework for five or more years. The students’ ages ranged from eleven
to fifteen. The students included all students with disabilities in sixth through eighth grade who
participated in the Reading Six, Seven, or Eight Standards of Learning (SOL) tests.
The demographic composition of MSA schools, with one to two years of implementation,
is as follows. The ethnic composition of the schools is 11,196 Caucasian, 2,985 Hispanic, 5,730
African American, 57 Native American, 1,103 Asian, 60 Native Hawaiian, and 1,436 two or
more races. The gender composition is 11,065 female and 11,496 male. Two thousand, seven
hundred seventy-five students are identified as having a disability. One thousand, seven hundred
students are identified as English language learners. Ten thousand, five hundred thirty-two
students are identified as receiving free or reduced lunch.
The demographic composition of MSB, schools with three to four years of
implementation, is as follows. The ethnic composition of the schools is 16,409 Caucasian, 3,624
Hispanic, 7,063 African American, 81 Native American, 1,980 Asian, 27 Native Hawaiian, and
1,401 two or more. The gender composition is 14,801 female and 15,789 male. Four thousand,
two hundred eleven students are identified as having a disability. Three thousand twenty-nine
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students are identified as English language learners. Ten thousand, two hundred seventy-nine
students are identified as receiving free or reduced lunch.
The demographic composition of MSC, schools with five or more years of
implementation, is as follows. The ethnic composition of the schools is 16,136 Caucasian, 8,865
Hispanic, 7,507 African American, 131 Native American, 4,783 Asian, 45 Native Hawaiian, and
2,099 two or more. The gender composition is 19,433 female and 20,464 male. Five thousand
fifteen students are identified as having a disability. Six thousand, nine hundred twenty-nine
students are identified as English language learners. Fourteen thousand, five hundred eightynine students are identified as receiving free or reduced lunch.
The demographic information for each grouped category of schools are presented in
Table 1 and Table 2.
Table 1
Demographic Information by School Category
Category

Total

Female Male

Years of Implementation Students

Economically

ELL

SPED

Disadvantaged

MSA (1-2 years)

22,561

11,065

11,496 10,532

1,700

2,759

MSB (3-4 years)

30,590

14,801

15,789 10,279

3,029

4,211

MSC (5 or more years)

39,896

19,433

20,464 14,589

6,929

5,015

Total

93,047

45,299

47,749 35,400

11,658 11,985

Table 2
Racial Demographic Information by School Category
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Category

Asian

Native African

Years of

Ameri

Implementation

can

Hispanic

American

Native

Caucasian

Hawaiian

2 or
more
races

MSA (1-2 years)

1,103

57

5,730

2,985

60

11,196

1,436

MSB (3-4 years

1,980

81

7,063

3,624

27

16,409

1,401

MSC (5 or more years)

4,783 131

7,507

8,865

45

16,136

2,099

Total

7,866 269

20,300

15,474

132

43,741

4936

Middle School Category A (MSA), Middle School Category B (MSB), and Middle
School Category C (MSC) have experienced the full implementation of a three-tier socialemotional-behavioral framework. All teachers in this group had professional development
opportunities for the chosen social-emotional-behavioral framework of Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports (PBIS). PBIS is a three-tiered approach to addressing students’
social, emotional, and behavioral needs. The goal of the approach is to improve “the
effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of schools and other agencies. PBIS improves social,
emotional, and academic outcomes for all students, including students with disabilities and
students from underrepresented groups,” (Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports – OSEP,
2017). The three tiers of intervention and supports operate by offering supports to students
universally, in small groups, and individually (Sailor et al., 2007). PBIS appears to have links to
improved behavioral outcomes (Bradshaw et al., 2010; Freeman et al., 2016), improved school
climate (Nocera et al., 2014), and improved organizational health (Bradshaw, 2013). In addition,
PBIS appears to have links to long-term implementation and whole school single score academic
outcomes (Gage, et al., 2017; Madigan et al., 2016). As PBIS attests to improving academic
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outcomes of all students, including students with disabilities, this study aims to investigate the
possible link between a fully-implemented, three-tiered social-emotional-behavioral framework,
specifically a PBIS framework, and the academic outcomes of students with disabilities.
The school districts’ Offices of Behavioral Support trained select individuals from the
school on the implementation of the three-tier PBIS framework. Those individuals then trained
the remainder of the faculty and staff within MSA, MSB, and MSC. This group of individuals
was responsible for leading the implementation process in MSA, MSB, and MSC. During the
initial implementation and afterwards, the school districts’ Offices of Behavioral Support
provided ongoing professional development opportunities to help the schools implement each
tier of the framework. The concept of a framework is highlighted because PBIS is not a scripted
program. Each tier of the framework helps schools target the specific and unique needs of its
students and the school’s cultural and climate circumstances. MSA, MSB, and MSC’s faculty,
staff, and students, experienced and engaged in the fully-implemented PBIS framework.
Instrumentation
The Reading Six, Seven and Eight Commonwealth of Virginia Standards of Learning
(SOL) assessments is the instrument for this study and is used to measure the dependent variable.
These assessments are administered to students in Virginia public schools between the months of
May and June annually. The purpose of this instrument is to measure students’ competence and
degree of success in meeting the knowledge and achievement expectations of the Virginia Board
of Education (Education, 2017.)
The SOL assessments were designed by Harcourt-Brace Educational Measurement. The
tests were designed exclusively for the Commonwealth of Virginia beginning in 1998 and
aligned with the Commonwealth of Virginia Standard of Learning Objectives. This instrument
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has been used in several studies (Blowe & Price, 2012; Stronge, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman,
2007; Wilkins et al., 2003). In comparison with this study, the dependent variable of the above
studies was student academic outcomes on SOLs. Despite the similarities in instrumentation and
the dependent variable, the topic or independent variable, and statistics in the other studies
differed from this study. Blowe and Price (2012) utilized a t-test to compare academic outcomes
of students on the SOL due to Career and Technical Education (CTE) completion; they focused
on students’ SOL scores as a result of the independent variable of CTE participation. Stronge
and colleagues (2007) conducted an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model and
hierarchical linear model (HLM) to measure teacher effectiveness levels on academic outcomes
on SOL tests; they focused on students’ SOL scores as a result of the independent variable of
teacher effectiveness levels. And Wilkins and colleagues (2003) utilized a correlation statistic to
measure the relationship between elective courses and student academic outcomes on the SOL
tests; they focused on students’ SOL scores as a result of the independent variable of elective
courses.
Construct validity of the Virginia SOL assessments is determined by evidence based on
test content, response process, and internal structure. Test content, the extent to which the test
represents the content of interest, is aligned to the SOL content course standards and has
undergone external reviews using the Norman Webb developed procedures (Virginia Standards,
2014). In regards to SOL assessment alignment studies, four alignment criteria were used:
categorical concurrence, depth of knowledge consistency, range of knowledge correspondence,
and balance of representation. Response Process, defined as cognitive strategies used by
students to respond to test items, connects to subcategories: item development and technology
enhanced items (Virginia Standards, 2014). Technology enhanced items comprise about 15% of
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SOL assessments. Internal structure of the SOL was evaluated using the Divig index and
exceeded 3.0, indicating that test questions measure the main factor intended to be measured
(Virginia Standards, 2014). There are three subcategories to the internal structure of SOL
assessments: internal consistency, differential item functioning, and unidimensional evaluation.
The differential item functioning ensures that unintended constructs or the creation of
disadvantages for any particular subgroup of students is eliminated. The unidimensional
evaluation verifies that the questions on the SOL assessments measure only what is intended
using an exploratory factor analysis.
The SOL assessments are criterion-referenced. Each test consists of a specified number
of operational questions and designating field test questions, creating a total. The Standards of
Learning Question Distribution is presented in Table 3.
Table 3
Standards of Learning Question Distribution
Subject

Operational
Questions

Field Test Questions

Total Test Questions

Reading 6

45

10

55

Reading 7

45

10

55

Reading 8

45

10

55

The instrument calculates the raw scores of number correct out of the total possible and
converts the raw score into scaled scores. The scoring procedures dictate tests scores to be
reported on a scaled score measure from 0-600. 0-399 is considered failing. 400-499 is
considered passing. And 500-600 is considered pass advanced. A student who answers 30
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questions correctly out of 55 correct on the Algebra I assessment would have a scale score of
403. Based on the standard error of measurement of 15 scale score points, a student retaking the
assessment with the same amount of knowledge could have earned between a 388 and 418
(Virginia Department of Education, 2017).
The SOLs are administered annually. The testing window, testing conditions, and
security procedures are enforced through strict accountability guidelines found in the Virginia
SOL Technical Report of 2014-2015. The researcher did not administer the instrument; ex post
facto data are being utilized. The tests are untimed, but the students must complete the test in the
same day started. The tests are computer scored.
Reliability of the Virginia SOL Assessments is determined by internal consistency and
measurement error and decision accuracy and consistency. To measure internal consistency and
standard error of measurement, the Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha statistic is utilized, which
ranges from 0.0 to 1.0; reliability is greater with higher values (Virginia Standards, 2014). For
non-writing subjects, the total group values are at or above 0.85 (Virginia Standards, 2014). To
measure decision accuracy and consistency the Livingston and Lewis (1995) equations are
calculated (Virginia Standards, 2014). The Livingston and Lewis equations provide a way to
naturally report the quality of an assessment “through probabilities of consistent and correct
classification of students” (Young & Yoon, 1998, p. 1). The Cronbach Scores and Construct of
each Standards of Learning Tests are presented in Table 4.
Table 4
Table of Cronbach Scores and Constructs
Subject

Core

Online
N

Online
Alpha
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Reading 6

Reading 7

Reading 8

1

38,340

0.86

2

38,705

0.89

1

38, 227

0.88

2

38,964

0.87

1

36,778

0.88

2

39,003

0.90

Permission to use the instrument was not necessary. For this study, the instrument has
been previously administered and resulting data was reported and housed in Virginia’s publicly
accessible database. Therefore, ex post facto assessment data from the Virginia Department of
Public Education was accessed.
Procedures
The procedures of this study began with obtainment of Internal Review Board (IRB)
approval. See Appendix A for IRB approval. Next, the researcher contacted all school districts
in the state of Virginia who are publicly listed as participating in PBIS to obtain the year in
which the each middle school began PBIS implementation. No individually identifying
information is to be obtained through this study. The composite scores for schools are found in
public domain, but the scores that make up the school composite score are housed in the state
data bases. Therefore, individual student and parent consent forms are unnecessary and needed
ex post facto data was able to be retrieved from the VA Department of Education’s publicly
accessible databases. The SOL assessment pass rate data for Reading Six, Seven, and Eight was
accessed for all middle grade students with disabilities (IEP) at the 92 identified schools.
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As this study used ex post facto data, training individuals to implement treatment or
administer procedures was not necessary. In addition, distribution of procedural material was
not needed. The researcher contacted PBISVirginia to procure the publically accessible list of
middle schools in Virginia reporting PBIS data. The researcher contacted each school district in
Virginia to determine whether it utilized PBIS, the inception date of the framework, the length of
time of implementation, and confirmation of full-implementation the three tiers of the PBIS
framework in each of the 92 middle schools. The researcher then located and procured the
Virginia Department of Education’s publically accessible data. The researcher determined that
the 28 schools in MSA to have implemented PBIS between the 2016-2017 and the 2017-2018
school year. The researcher determined that the 29 schools in MSB to have implemented PBIS
between the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 school year. The researcher determined that the 35
schools in MSC to have implemented PBIS between the 2005-2006 and the 2013-2015 school
year. Upon identifying the schools and their corresponding catagories (MSA, MSB, MSC), the
researcher also accessed Virginia Department of Education Standards of Learning (SOL)
assessment results for Reading Six, Seven, and Eight from 2017-2018 from publicly accessible
data bases. The Reading Six, Seven, and Eight SOL pass rate results for MSA, MSB, and MSC
for the 2017-2018 school year was entered into SPSS as the dependent variable. The data was
analyzed using an ANOVA to determine if a fully-implemented PBIS framework affected the
Reading academic assessment results of the middle school, grades six through eight students
with disabilities.
Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were determined, including mean, median, mode, and standard
deviation. The Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 26 was used to analyze
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all data. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze the reading data in this
study. The ANOVA is utilized because it “evaluates whether the population means on the
dependent variable differ across the levels of the factor” (Green & Salkind, 2014, p. 163). Three
assumptions must be met when using an ANOVA in casual-comparative research (Gall et al.,
2007). These three assumptions are scores in the population of study must be distributed
normally, and population of study must experience equal score variances, and random sampling
from the populations and the scores on the test must be independent of each other (Gall et al.,
2007; Green & Salkind, 2014; Warner, 2013).
Data screening tests were run to identify bad or missing data and check that the
assumptions for the ANOVA were met. The screening tests for interval, normalcy, and variance
were as follows. Normalcy of distribution was examined using histograms, creating boxplots to
test for extreme outliers, and the Scorpio-Wilks to test for statistical significance in each data set.
Assumption of equal variance was assessed using with the Levine’s Test of Equality of Error
Variance (Warner, 2013).
In order to determine the statistical significance of social-emotional-behavioral
framworks on reading data, an ANOVA is performed to observe the ratio between-sample means
to within- sample means (Gall et al., 2007). Upon finding a significant F ratio, a t test for
multiple comparisons is used – specifically a Tukey procedure. Using a t distribution, if p < .05,
the null hypothesis was rejected. The null hypothesis states there is no difference between the
achievement scores of middle school students with disabilities who are part of a social-emotional
behavioral framework for one to two years, three to four years, and five or more years.
Standards of Learning test results for Reading Six, Seven, and Eight were examined. For this
null, to run an ANOVA at an alpha level of p < .05, 81 participants are required, for a medium
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effect size at the .5 statistical power level. The effect was interpreted using eta-squared (Gall et
al., 2007; Warner, 2013). Descriptive statistics were determined, including mean, median, mode,
and standard deviation. The Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 26 was used
to analyze all data.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
Within chapter four, the reader will find the research question and null hypothesis stated
followed by a presentation of the descriptive statistics and the results of the study. The intent of
this study was to examine the Reading Six, Seven, and Eight assessment scores of middle school
students with disabilities to uncover any impact social-emotional-behavioral frameworks have on
student achievement, specifically of those students receiving intensive tier two and three
supports. Thus, the purpose of this study is to demonstrate that the full implementation of a
social-emotional-behavioral framework, defined as having three-tiers of intervention present,
produces the desired academic outcome results, growth on state-standards achievement tests, in
students with disabilities at the middle school level. The specific social-emotional-behavioral
framework of focus for this study is Positive Behavior Interventions and Systems (PBIS).
Ninety-two middle schools formed the participating sample population. Three settings
implemented a three-tier PBIS framework for one to two years, three to four years, and five or
more years respectively. Reading Six, Seven, and Eight Standards of Learning assessments were
examined to evaluate the effect of the full implementation on student achievement. The
instrument used in the ex post facto causal comparative study was the Reading Six, Seven, and
Eight Commonwealth of Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL) assessments. The statistical
analysis used to interpret the effect of the independent variable on reading scores was an
ANOVA, allowing the researcher to observe the ratio between-sample means to within-sample
means (Gall et al., 2007).
Research Question
RQI: Is there a difference in the reading achievement scores of middle school students
with identified disabilities who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to
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two years, three to four years, and five or more years as measured by the Virginia Standards of
Learning Assessment?
H01: There is no difference between the reading achievement scores of middle school
students with identified disabilities who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework
for one to two years, three to four years, and five our more years as measured by the Virginia
Standards of Learning Assessment.
Descriptive Statistics
The study’s null hypothesis considers whether significant differences in academic
achievement on the middle school reading Virginia SOL tests would be found between students
with disabilities who experience a social-emotional-behavioral framework, PBIS, for one to two
years, three to four years, and five or more years. In order to investigate this null hypothesis, 92
Virginia middle schools were included in this study: 28 schools who experienced one to two
years of framework implementation (MSA), 29 schools who experienced three to four years of
framework implementation (MSB), and 35 schools who experienced five or more year of
framework implementation (MSC). The Descriptive statistics for mean, median, mode, standard
deviation, and standard error mean for the overall scores of the sample population are presented
in Table 5.
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Middle School Reading Assessments
Descriptive Statistic

English
Language Arts

Mean

44.52

Median

44.00
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Mode

36

Standard Deviation

12.029

Sum

4096.0

Standard Error of Mean

1.254

In order to test the hypothesis, the researcher combined all schools into one of three
categories: one to two years of framework implementation (MSA), three to four years of
framework implementation (MSB), and five or more years of framework implementation (MSC).
The mean reading test scores for these groups showed the lowest mean for the schools in MSA
who had identified a need for PBIS but had only implemented a framework for one to two years
(N= 28, M=39.071, SD=10.3671). Those schools with three to four years of implementation
(MSB) (N= 29, M=46.414, SD = 12.7630), and those schools with five or more years of
framework implementation (MSC) (N = 35, M=47.314, SD = 11.4988) had higher mean scores
in reading.
The Descriptive statistics for mean, median, grouped median, standard deviation, and
standard error mean for English Language Arts for the each grouped category of schools are
presented in Table 6.
Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for ELA by Category
Descriptive
Statistics

MSA
1-2 years
implementation

MSB
3-4 years
implementation

MSC
5+ years
implementation

Sample Size

28

29

35

Mean

39.071

46.414

47.314
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Median

36.000

43.000

45.000

Grouped Median

36.400

43.000

45.400

Standard Deviation

10.3671

12.7630

11.4988

Sum

1094.0

1246.0

1656.0

Standard Error of
Mean

1.9592

2.3700

1.9436

The descriptive statistics outlined in the above tables were used to run an ANOVA to
determine if there was a statistically significant difference in ELA scores for students with
disabilities in a social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to two years, three to four years,
and five or more years as measured by the Virginia Standards of Learning Assessment. The
results for this study’s research question are detailed in the next section.
Results
For reading tests, an ANOVA using a statistical power of .5 and an alpha level of .05 was
used based on the assumptions that the sample scores were normal distributed, of equal
variances, and a random sample from the populations. The ANOVA test results, distinguishing
the differences between four groups, are presented in Table 7.
Table 7:
ANOVA Tests for ELA Achievement
PBIS Implementation Group
MSA - 1-2 years implementation

N
28

M
39.071

SD
10.3671

MSB - 3-4 years implementation

29

46.414

12.7630

MSC - 5+ years implementation

35

47.314

11.4988

F

p

4.497

.014
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Results of the ANOVA showed a statistically significant difference in reading
achievement between groups combined (p=.014). Upon finding a significant F ratio, a Post Hoc
test, a Tukey procedure, was completed. The Tukey revealed a statistically significant difference
between those schools (MSA) with one – two of framework implementation and those schools
with five or more years framework of implementation (MSC) (p=.028). The results for the
statistical analysis reject the null hypothesis in regards to English Language Arts Virginia SOL
scores. The Post Hoc Test results for the ANOVA, a Tukey, for ELA are presented in Table 8.
Table 8
Tukey Post Hoc Tests Results for ELA
Group N

1.0 (MSA)

2.0 (MSB)

3.0 (MSC)

Group
Comparison

Mean
Difference

Std.
Error

Sig.

95%
Confidence
Interval lower

95%
Confidence
Interval upper

2.0

-7.3424

3.0500

.082

-15.299

.614

3.0

-8.2429

2.9187

.028

-15.857

-.629

1.0

7.3424

3.0500

.082

-.614

15.299

3.0

-.9005

2.8906

.989

-8.441

6.640

1.0

8.2429

2.9187

.028

.629

15.857

2.0

.9005

2.8906

.099

-6.640

8.441
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
This chapter presents the findings of an ex post facto causal-comparative study that
examined the academic achievement, specifically the English language arts standards scores, of
middle school students with disabilities who participate in a social-emotional-behavioral
framework, specifically Positive Behavior Interventions and Systems (PBIS), for one to two
years, three to four years, and five or more years. The students who participated in a PBIS
framework were placed in three different groups: schools with one to two of implementation
(MSA), schools with three to four years of implementation (MSB), and schools with five or more
years of implementation (MSC). A discussion of the study’s limitations and results, implications
of the results, and recommendations for further student are found within this chapter.

Discussion
The purpose of this study was to demonstrate that the full implementation of a socialemotional-behavior framework produces the desired academic outcome results, growth on statestandards achievement tests, in students with disabilities at the middle school level. In order to
fulfill the study’s purpose an ex post facto casual comparative design was utilized. Students with
disabilities from 92 middle schools in the same state school system are compared; three groups
experienced the independent variable of a fully-implemented PBIS framework for one to two
years, three to four years, and five or more years respectively. The sixth through eighth grade
achievement scores of students with disabilities were the dependent variable. The specific
instrument used was the Reading Six, Seven, and Eight Virginia Standards of Learning
Assessment.
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To address the purpose of this study, a null hypothesis was proposed. The question was,
“Is there a difference in the reading achievement scores of middle school students with identified
disabilities who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to two years, three
to four years, and five or more years as measured by the Virginia Standards of Learning
Assessment?” The null hypothesis proposed stated that, there will be no statistically significant
difference between the achievement scores of middle school students with identified disabilities
who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to two years, three to four
years, and five or more years as measured by the Virginia Standards of Learning Assessment.
The academic scores being examined were the state standardized English Language Arts
(ELA) scores for middle school students with identified disabilities. Statistically significant
differences were found in ELA scores between schools with one to two years of PBIS
implementation (MSA) and schools with five or more years of PBIS implementation (MSC).
Those schools (MSA) just beginning PBIS, in their first and second years of implementation
experienced very low pass rates for their students with disabilities on ELA state standards tests
(ELA: N= 28, M= 39.071, SD = 10.3671). By year three and four of implementation, schools
were experiencing noticeable of growth in the ELA academic scores of their students with
disabilities (N = 29, M = 46.414, SD = 12.7630). And, with five or more years, the ELA
academic scores from the start of PBIS implementation was significant (ELA: N = 35, M =
47.314, SD = 11.4988). With five or more years of PBIS implementation, data indicates that
schools who were previously struggling to produce academic outcomes with their critical
subcategory of students with disabilities, thus turning to PBIS implementation, had caught back
up and surpassed with those schools who implement interventions at all.
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The results of this study support the vast majority of research on social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks and academic outcomes. Other studies considered the whole school
outcome score and thus saw improvements (Gage et al., 2015; Bradshaw et al., 2010, Freeman et
al., 2016) but nothing to the level of statistical significance until nine or ten years of
implementation (Madigan et al., 2016; Gage et al., 2017). This study, focusing on the academic
outcomes of a subgroup of students was birthed directly from the recommendations of future
study in a previously published work (Gage et al., 2015). Gage and his colleagues (2015)
considered carefully the results of their work and extended the longevity of their data for the
2017 work. But, their suggestion to consider subgroups was a strong idea; schools need the
entire student body as a whole and each subgroup of students to achieve. Because those
subgroups are often the cause of a school not achieving accreditation, it was worthwhile for
school districts to consider that PBIS may affect the academic outcomes of subgroups more
rapidly than the whole school score. In other words, while schools drive persistently towards
academic outcomes for their entire student bodies, they are likely to see motivational results in
their critical subgroups.
This study demonstrated that growth in the subgroup of students with identified
disabilities occurred more rapidly than growth in the whole school outcomes from previously
published studies (Gage et al., 2015; Madigan et al., 2016; Gage et al., 2017). This study’s
outcomes support the assertions made Gage and colleagues (2015) that those students who
receive the most intensive supports may also experience the greatest growth. In fact, Gage and
colleagues (2015) asserted that if school-wide social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, “positive
affected the academic achievement of students with the greatest problem behaviors (5% of
students), increases in their summative assessments may not significantly increase the school-
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level academic achievement mean or the proportion of students at or above proficient,” but the
school’s AYP status would certainly be affected. Students with identified disabilities need more
intensive supports, both academically and behaviorally, often struggling not only with reading
and written languages but also with social competence or fuction (Algozzine et al., 2012).
According to the Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS), students with disabilities exhibit higher
behavioral risk than their couterparts without disabilities (Lane et al., 2015). Lane and
colleagues (2015) take this finding further and explain that students with disabilities,
transitioning into middle school from elementary, would benefit from both universal and targeted
supports beyond their special education services. Some of the targeted advanced tier supports
available to students such as Check-in, Check-out (CICO), Functional Behavioral Assessments
(FBAs), Behavior Intervention Plans (BIP), Social Academic Instructional Groups (SAIG), and
Restorative Justice (RJ) are designed and utilized for students who have needs that persist after
preventative interventions have been attempted (Mergler, Vargas & Caldwell, 2014).
In this study, academic growth in the subgroup of students with identified disabilities
occurred in half the time of previous studies focusing on whole school academic outcomes.
Universal supports that are offered to all, a school’s entire student body, have proven to provide
academic growth with a decade of implementation (Madigan et al., 2016; Gage et al., 2017).
However, advanced tiers of intervention are only provided to those students requiring more
intensive supports. As students with disabilities are the focus of this study and are a group of
students receiving intensive supports, the outcomes of this study appear to support the research
regarding specific advanced-tier interventions. CICO is used as an advanced-tier intervention in
PBIS schools. Thus, the outcomes of this study appear to support the findings of Miller and
colleagues (2015) regarding CICO fading disruptive behaviors and teaching self-monitoring
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skills and the findings of Turtura and colleagues (2014) regarding CICO resulting in reduced
problem behavior and increased classwork and homework completion. Schools implementing
PBIS also use FBAs and BIPS as an advanced-tier intervention, almost exclusively with students
with disabilities. The outcomes of this study appear to support the claims that students receiving
services through FBAs and BIP see marked improvement. When, according to Kirkpatrick and
colleagues (2019), FBAs and BIPS are used as a guide, the behavioral training of adults serving
students provides supports to both students and those serving the students. These interventions
should and can occur prior to any sort of exclusionary discipline (Lewis et al., 2017).
Additionally, Restorative Justice is used in schools implementing PBIS. The outcomes of this
study appear to support the research of Jain and colleagues (2014) who report an 128.2% growth
in ninth grade student lexile scores in conjuctions with RJ implementation; intenstive
interventions in this study produced growth in reading scores. It appears that this study supports
claims that advanced tier-interventions create gains in students receiving advanced-tier
interventions – students in subcatagorys such as students with disabilities. Those more intensive
supports have, according to this study, produced more rapid results – half a decade of
implementation created statistically significant English Language Arts academic growth in
students with disabilities.
Implications
The results of this study have implications for educators and school divisions. School
divisions across the country are held responsible for a vast array of outcomes for students: school
climate, safety, student discipline, and academics. The outcome requirements are a challenge for
any school. But the middle school level has the added challenge of producing outcomes while
supporting its students through a complicated period of life that includes many developmental
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challenges (Lane et al., 2015; Ryan et al., 2013); therefore, additional supports and interventions
of a social-emotional-behavioral framework may be beneficial during this time (Akos et al., 2005).
Schools divisions have looked to social-emotional-behavioral frameworks to help them with the
aforementioned outcomes.
Research suggests that turning to social-emotional-behavioral frameworks to improve
school climate, student attendance, and student discipline produces significant results as rapidly as
a single school year (Barrett, et al., 2008; Bradshaw et al., 2010; Kelm et al., 2014; Norton, 2009;
Warren et al., 2006). While there is research suggesting social-emotional-behavioral frameworks
effect academics, that research does not support rapid results. In fact, the most recent research
highlighting social-emotional-behavioral frameworks and academics suggest that results occur
after nearly a decade of implementation (Madigan et al., 2016; Gage et al., 2017). Gage and
colleagues (2015) did not find statistically significant results in periods shorter than nine and ten
years; however, in their recommendations for future research, they suggested that researchers
consider focusing on student outcomes for subgroups that receive the most intensive interventions,
those subgroups that affect schools’ Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and thus accreditation.
Therefore, this study focused on middle school students with disabilities who experience a socialemotional-behavioral framework, specifically PBIS.
The results of this study support Gage and colleagues’ (2015) suspicions and
recommendations. Based upon this study, social-emotional-behavioral frameworks appear to
produce academic results for students with disabilities within three to four years of
implementation and with significance upon entering five years of implementation in ELA. The
findings suggest that while whole school composite scores may take a decade to experience
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growth as a result of PBIS implementation, those students receiving more intensive services may
experience academic growth more quickly.
The results of this study indicate that PBIS impacts the academic outcomes of middle
school students with disabilities. Students with disabilities often require more intensive
interventions than their non-disabled peers. In fact, according to Algozzine and colleagues
(2009), students with disabilities often present both academic and social challenges. Thus, these
students often benefit from social-emotional-behavioral frameworks’ advanced tiers of support.
In order for students to benefit from advanced tiers, those advanced tiers must be in place and
fully utilized within a school’s framework. Because, Sailor, Stowe, Turnbull, and KleinhammerTramill (2007) estimate that it takes two to three years for a school to fully implement all three
tiers of a social-emotional-behavioral framework (p. 368), it is logical for schools to expect it to
take some time and persistence to first design and implement tiers of support and then to
experience academic results. This is important information for school districts and their
educational leaders. When choosing to implement a social-emotional behavioral framework,
specifically PBIS, school leaders may realize they will need approximately three to five years of
implementation to see significant academic results in the subgroup of students with disabilities.
While pursuing statistically significant growth in academic scores for the whole school
composite may take as long as a decade, based upon this study, school leaders can expect to see
noticeable improvement in the academic scores of students with disabilities within three to four
years of PBIS implementation.
Limitations
This study did have some limitations that must be considered. One limitation is that the
study examined only Virginia English Six, Seven, and Eight assessment scores. It would be
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difficult to determine or generalize the results of this study; it is unknown if similar results would
be found in other states or at other grade levels.
Another limitation of this study is that fidelity measure or scores for any socialemotional-behavioral framework are subjective. As fidelity measures are self-reported, despite a
standardized form, bias about the level of fidelity may exist. Because of possible inconsistency
with self-reported fidelity measures, this study considered populations to study based upon each
school’s full-implementation of a social-emotional-behavioral framework, defined as having all
three tiers of the framework present.
Additionally, it must be acknowledged that fidelity scores nor full-implemented socialemotional-behavioral frameworks automatically equate to effective instructional delivery. While
it is a goal of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks to clear the path for increased
instructional time or time-on-task, there is no guarantee the possible time is used effectively or
that researched-based instructional and assessment practices are instituted in the classroom to
create academic growth.
Finally, socio-economic and specific disability comparisons were not part of this study.
Therefore, it is unknown at what socio-economic level, if any, students most benefit from socialemotional-behavioral frameworks, and it is known which specific disabilities are most impacted
by social-emotional-behavioral frameworks.
Recommendations for Further Research
Several recommendations for further research derive from the results of this study. One
recommendation would be to investigate the effects of full-implemented social-emotionalbehavioral frameworks, defined by having all tiers of intervention in place, on the academic
outcomes of students with each specific category of disabilities. As there are 14 categories of
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disabilities recognized by IDEA, it would be beneficial to schools to know which groups of
students with disabilities benefit most from the implementation of social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks. Additionally, studies could also investigate the effects of fully-implemented socialemotional-behavioral frameworks on the academic outcomes of students who are English
Language Learners. And even further, studies could investigate the effects of fully-implemented
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks on the academic outcomes of students who are
economically disadvantaged.
Another recommendation would be to expand this study’s investigation of the effects of a
fully-implemented social-emotional-behavioral framework on the academic outcomes of students
with disabilities at other grade levels, even looking at all grade levels, K-12. This
recommendation could be deepened even further by expanding each of the aforementioned
investigations by considering the effects of fully-implemented social-emotional-behavioral
frameworks on the academic outcomes of all grade levels K-12, whether the investigation
focuses on specific disability categories, language acquisition, or social-economic status.
Yet another recommendation for further study would be investigating the effect of any
specific tiered intervention on any of the aforementioned populations (students with disabilities,
students from categorized specific groups of disabilities, students who are English Language
Learner, or based upon socio-economic factors). There are specific interventions of focus found
at tiers two and three of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks; the interventions are
Restorative Justice, Check-in Check-out, Functional Behavioral Assessments, and Behavior
Intervention Plans. Any of these interventions may unlock academic potential in students and
are worth considering in future studies.
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While this study considered a school’s production of academic growth as a result of
social-emotional-behavioral frameworks, tracking specific student groups’ academic growth may
be worth considering. Therefore, instead of comparing one year’s testing to another year’s
testing – using a consistent test, it may be interesting to, instead, allow for different tests while
student growth is tracked through several grade levels. This recommendation would shift the
limitation of using two different groups of students to using two different tests; the limitation
would be the use of different instruments (i.e. sixth, seventh, and eighth grade reading
assessments) but the students remain consistent.
Yet another recommendation would be the use of a different instrument to measure
academic achievement or growth. This study used standardized assessments as the instrument of
measure. However, grades, pre-and post-tests, or district level assessments could be used as the
instrument. It could be argued that standardized tests do not accurately measure the academic
achievement of a student; maybe grade retention is a concern and therefore student grades need
to be considered as the form of measure for academic achievement.
Finally, investigating the effect of specific instructional delivery or classroom
management techniques on the academic outcomes on any of the above populations may be a
focus of further study. If an intention of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks is to create
more opportunity for time-on-task, investigating which research-based practices are most
effective in improving academic outcomes, provides valuable information to schools. Schools
would then possess the knowledge needed to plan and implement the next best steps or area of
instructional focus required to continue strengthening academic outcomes. Once socialemotional-behavioral frameworks have produced the school climate needed to allow for
academics to return to their status as the primary focus of educational institutions, effective
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instructional practices may return the United States’ students to the top of the world’s academic
performance.
Summary
In summary, the method used for this study was an ex post facto, causal-comparative
study to evaluate whether implementing a social-emotional-behavioral framework produces
desired academic results on state-standards achievement tests in students with disabilities at the
middle school level. The social-emotional-behavioral framework utilized in this study was
Positive Behavior Interventions and Systems (PBIS). The state-standards achievement test
results used for this study were the Virginia Standards of Learning (SOLs) for Reading Six,
Seven, and Eight. Students who participated were placed in three groups: schools with one to
two years of implementation (MSA), schools with three to four years of implementation (MSB),
and schools with five or more years of implementation (MSC). The null hypothesis that there
would be no difference between the reading achievement scores of middle school students with
identified disabilities who were part of a social-emotional-behavioral framework for one to two
years, three to four years, and five our more years as measured by the Virginia Standards of
Learning Assessment. was rejected. The results of this study support the theory that students
who take part in a social-emotional-behavioral framework perform better on state-standards
achievement tests, with increasingly improved results with each passing year of framework
implementation.
The implications of this study indicate that PBIS impacts the academic outcomes of
middle school students with identified disabilities. These implications confirm Gage and
colleagues’ (2015) suspicions and recommendations. In addition to implications, this study has
limitations to be considered. One limitation is that only specific grade levels and only specific
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state standards achievement tests were examined. There is also a limitation regarding fidelity
since all data was self-reported by schools. Lastly, this study has a limitation in regards to the
types of social-emotional-behavioral frameworks because the only one examined was PBIS.
There are recommendations for future research. These include honing in on the 14
specific categories of disability identification based upon IDEA and studying how students
within in each category fare academically with PBIS implementation. Another recommendation
is to expand the study beyond middle school grades. Also, examining different methods of
assessment and instructional delivery modalities are recommendations for future study.
Ultimately, as the pressures and challenges facing school mount, answers to questions
regarding providing both a safe and academically enriching environment for all students will
continue to be sought. Much research has supported PBIS as an effective social-emotionalbehavior framework in improving student behavior, school climate, and increased instructional
time. Recently, some research has supported PBIS as an effective social-emotional-behavioral
framework for improving the academic outcomes of a school’s entire student body over a nine to
ten year implementation period. While improving the academic outcomes of the whole school is
one focus of school leaders, improving specific subcategory academic outcomes is also a focus.
Thus, this study aimed to determine if the social-emotional-behavioral framework of PBIS
improved academic outcomes in middle school students with disabilities in a shorter time frame
than that of nearly a decade. The results of this study may provide insight into the effects of
PBIS on student achievement in the subcategory of students with identified disabilities.
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Standards of Learning Pass Scores

Division
Albemarle County
Public Schools
Albemarle County
Public Schools
Albemarle County
Public Schools
Albemarle County
Public Schools
Albemarle County
Public Schools
Albemarle County
Public Schools
Alexandria City
Public Schools
Alexandria City
Public Schools
Alleghany County
Public Schools
Appomattox
County Public
Schools
Arlington County
Public Schools
Arlington County
Public Schools
Arlington County
Public Schools
Arlington County
Public Schools
Arlington County
Public Schools
Augusta County
Public Schools
Augusta County
Public Schools
Augusta County
Public Schools
Augusta County
Public Schools

Year
Started

School
Albemarle County
Community Public
Center

ELA

Math

Years

Group

29

18

0

0

2005 non PBIS

Jack Jouett Middle

35

37

0

0

2005 non PBIS

Jackson B Burley Middle

38

52

0

0

2005 non PBIS

Joseph T Henley Middle

51

55

0

0

2005 non PBIS

Leslie H Watson Middle
Mortimer Y Sutherland
Middle
Francis C Hammond
Middle
George Washington
Middle

28

40

0

0

2005 non PBIS

41

55

0

0

2005 non PBIS

28

27

3

2

2015-2016

37

29

3

2

2015-2016

Clifton Middle

41

39

0

0

2018-2019

Appomattox Middle

50

50

0

0

2019-2020

Gunston Middle

51

41

0

0

non PBIS tiers

Jefferson Middle

50

50

0

0

non PBIS tiers

Kenmore Middle

48

46

0

0

non PBIS tiers

Swanson Middle

60

57

0

0

non PBIS tiers

Williamsburg Middle

70

62

0

0

non PBIS tiers

Beverly Manor Middle
S. Gordon Stewart
Middle

38

33

2

1

2016-2017

30

29

2

1

2016-2017

Stuarts Draft Middle

26

29

2

1

2016-2017

Wilson Middle

33

38

2

1

2016-2017
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Bedford County
Public Schools
Bedford County
Public Schools
Bedford County
Public Schools
Buckingham
Middle School
Campbell County
Public Schools
Campbell County
Public Schools
Caroline County
Public Schools
Charlottesville City
Public Schools
Chesapeake City
Public Schools
Chesapeake City
Public Schools
Chesapeake City
Public Schools
Chesapeake City
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Chesterfield County
Public Schools

Bedford Middle

43

39

4

2

Forest Middle

53

49

4

2

Staunton River Middle

42

34

4

2

2014-2015
2014-2015
2014-2015
Buckingham Middle
School
Brookville Middle
School
Rustburg Middle School
Caroline Middle

31

35

0

0

not started

43

40

0

0

Not started

41
26

32
26

0
1

0
1

Not started
2017-2018

Buford Middle

34

32

5

3
2013-2014

Western Branch Middle

53

53

0

0
2018-2019

Hickory Middle

60

57

3

2

Hugo A. Owens Middle

54

56

4

2

Oscar Smith Middle

31

27

4

2

Tomahawk Creek Middle
School
Elizabeth Davis Middle

60

69

0

0

44

43

6

3

Manchester Middle

40

44

6

3

Matoaca Middle

44

46

6

3

2015-2016
2014-2015
2014-2015
2018-2019
2012-2013
2012-2013
2012-2013
Robious Middle

61

69

6

3
2012-2013

Bailey Bridge Middle

47

59

7

3
2011-2012

Carver Middle

33

50

7

3
2011-2012

Falling Creek Middle

30

30

7

3

Providence Middle

37

37

7

3

Salem Church Middle

45

41

7

3

Midlothian Middle
School

59

70

3

2

2011-2012
2011-2012
2011-2012
2015-2016
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Chesterfield County
Public Schools
Cumberland
County Public
Schools
Fauquier County
Public Schools
Fauquier County
Public Schools
Fauquier County
Public Schools
Fauquier County
Public Schools
Frederick County
Public Schools
Frederick County
Public Schools
Frederick County
Public Schools
Frederick County
Public Schools
Greene County
Public Schools
Hanover County
Public Schools
Hanover County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools

Swift Creek

60

58

3

2

Cumberland Middle

36

40

2

1

2015-2016

2016-2017
W.C. Taylor Middle

26

38

2

1
2016-2017

Warrenton Middle

51

33

2

1
2016-2017

Marshall Middle

38

46

4

2

Cedar Lee Middle

45

42

7

3

Admiral Richard E. Byrd
Middle
Frederick County Middle

47

44

3

2

29

27

3

2

Robert E. Aylor Middle

41

33

4

2

James Wood Middle

43

26

5

3

2014-2015
2011-2012
2015-2016
2015-2016
2014-2015
2013-2014
William Monroe Middle

24

30

6

3
2012-2013

Stonewall Jackson
Middle
Liberty Middle

51

57

2

1
2016-2017

41

44

3

2
2015-2016

Brookland Middle

39

33

4

2
2014-2015

Elko Middle School

38

37

4

2

Fairfield Middle

31

22

4

2

Holman Middle

61

49

4

2

L. Douglas Wilder
Middle
Moody Middle

28

38

4

2

4

2

Pocahontas Middle

55

4

2

2014-2015
2014-2015
2014-2015
2014-2015
2014-2015
56

2014-2015
Quioccasin Middle

41

37

4

2
2014-2015

Rolfe Middle

25

30

4

2
2014-2015
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Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Henrico County
Public Schools
Hopewell City
Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Loudoun County
Public Schools
Montgomery
County Public
Schools
Montgomery
County Public
Schools

Short Pump Middle

59

57

4

2

Tuckahoe Middle

56

47

4

2

Hungary Creek Middle

42

47

5

3

2014-2015
2014-2015
prior to 2014
Carter G. Woodson
Middle
Brambleton Middle
School
Blue Ridge Middle
School
Harmony Middle School

53
60

58
53

5+
1

3
1

62

63

4

2

2005
2017-2018
2014-2015

67

60

4

2
2014-2015

Tailside Middle School

63

58

4

2
2014-2015

J. Lupton Simpson
Middle School
River Bend

58

46

5

3

66

55

5

3

Smart's Mill Middle
School
Farmwel Station Middle
School
Lunford Middle School

45

44

5

3

73

54

7

3

60

58

7

3

Belmont Ridge Middle
School
Seneca Ridge Middle
School
Harper Park Middle

61

55

9

3

48

60

9

3

63

63

9

3

2013-2014
2013-2014
2013-2014
2011-2012
2011-2012
2009-2010
2009-2010
2009-2010

Eagle Ridge Middle
School
Mercer Middle School

61

62

10

3
2008-2009

58

61

10

3
2008-2009

Sterling Middle School

50

40

10

3
2008-2009

Stone Mill Middle
School
Auburn Middle

58

49

11

3

29

29

2

1

2007-2008

2016-2017
Blacksburg Middle

48

40

2

1
2016-2017
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Montgomery
County Public
Schools
Montgomery
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Prince William
County Public
Schools
Suffolk City Public
Schools
Suffolk City Public
Schools
Suffolk City Public
Schools

Christiansburg Middle

36

19

2

1
2016-2017

Shawsville Middle

21

21

2

1

Rippon Middle

36

37

1

1

2016-2017

2017-2018
Stonewall Middle

32

32

2

1
2016-2017

Gainesville Middle

58

56

3

2

Bull Run Middle

44

31

5+

3

2015-2016

2006-2007
George M. Hampton
Middle

30

29

5+

3
2006-2007

Graham Park Middle

36

30

5+

3

Louise A. Benton Middle

50

46

5+

3

2006-2007

2008-2009
Parkside Middle

45

44

5+

3

Potomac Middle

41

35

5+

3

Stuart M. Beville Middle

35

30

5+

3

2006-2007

2010-2011

2007-2008
Woodbridge Middle

52

40

5+

3

Forest Glen Middle

47

49

1

1

2006-2007
2017-2018
John F. Kennedy Middle

34

36

1

1
2017-2018

John Yeates Middle

37

39

1

1
2017-2018
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Suffolk City Public
Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools
Virginia Beach City
Public Schools

King`s Fork Middle

42

40

Kempsville Middle

54

47

Landstown Middle

46

36

Lynnhaven Middle

46

24

Princess Anne Middle

65

54

Corporate Landing
Middle
Larkspur Middle

56

51

1

1
2017-2018

Virginia Beach Middle

36
48

Bayside Middle Campus 6
Bayside Middle Campus 7/8
Brandon Middle

33

0

0

2018-2019

0

0

2018-2019

0

0

2018-2019

0

0

2018-2019

1

1

2017-2018

1

1

2017-2018

1

1

2017-2018

2

1

2016-2017

2

1

2016-2017

2

1

2016-2017

2

1

2016-2017

2

1

2016-2017

32
34
31

31

31

50

37

Independence Middle

51

41

Plaza Middle

50

36
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APPENDIX C
Curriculum Vitae
Meredith Jordan

Education
Liberty University, Lynchburg, VA 2015-present
 Doctorate in Curriculum and Instruction 3.8 GPA
Liberty University, Lynchburg, VA, 2015-2017
 Education Specialist degree in Educational Leadership with Administrative Endorsement
 Degree Conferred May 2017, 3.7 GPA
Arkansas State University, Jonesboro, AR, 2012 – 2013
 Masters of Science in Education, Special Education – Instructional Specialist
 Degree Conferred December 2013, 4.0 GPA
Geneva College, Beaver Falls, PA 1999 – 2003
 Bachelors of Arts, Double Major in English and Education
 Degree Conferred May 2003, 3.4 GPA

Certifications
National Board Certification, Early Adolescent English Language Arts
 Recertification: Effective November 2018-November 2028
 Original Certification: Effective November 2008-November 2018
Commonwealth of Virginia, Postgraduate Professional License
 Endorsements:
o Admin and Supervision PreK-12
o English 6-12
o Special Education K-12
o Effective July 1, 2018-June 30, 2023
NFHS Certified and Accredited Coach, 2017-present
 Character Education Courses: Sudden Cardiac Arrest, First Aid, Sportsmanship,
Bully/Hazing, Modeling Behavior, Strength & Conditioning, Engaging with Parents,
Sports Nutrition, Concussions
 Sports Courses: Fundamentals of Coaching, Pole Vault, Softball, Unified Sports

Educational Experience
Chesterfield County Public Schools, Providence Middle School, Richmond, VA
 21st century grant coordinator – Providence Middle School
 August 2018-present
Chesterfield County Public Schools, Providence Middle School, Richmond, VA
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 Special Education Teacher – Intellectual Disabilities Program
 August 2014 – Present
Chesterfield County Public Schools, Providence Middle School, Richmond, VA
 7th Grade English Language Arts Teacher
 August 2008 – June 2014
Chesterfield County Public Schools, Matoaca Middle School, Richmond, VA
 7th Grade English Language Arts Teacher
 August 2003-June 2008
Chesterfield County Public Schools, Richmond VA
 6th grade summer school teacher – Robious Middle School – 2004
 12th grade summer school teacher – Meadowbrook High School – 2005
 Varsity Softball Coach – Meadowbrook High School – Spring 2006
 JV Softball Coach – Matoaca High School – Spring 2004-2005
 JV Volleyball Coach – Monacan High School – Fall 2005
 JV Volleyball Coach – Matoaca High School – Fall 2003-2004
 21st century grant English Teacher – Providence Middle School – 2012-2013
Professional Associations:
Chesterfield Education Association
Virginia Education Association
National Education Association
Council for Exceptional Children
Leadership Experience
21st Century Grant Coordinator, August 2018-present – Providence Middle School
Countywide English Professional Development Day Presenter, August 2018
School-based presenter/trainer
 PBIS – Social Academic Intervention Groups, Fall 2016, Data 2016-2018
 New Teacher Training, Fall 2016, 2017
 21st Century Grant – Fall 2018-present
 Instructional Rounds Data – Spring 2017
Teacher as Leader – Chesterfield-Hanover Cohort, fall 2018-present
Nationally Board Certified Teacher, 2008-present
 Mentoring of other candidates
 Expert in assessment practices that produce growth
Lead Teacher – Success/ID Program, 2014-present – Providence Middle School
Special Olympics Champions Together Facilitator and Coach
New Teacher Mentor, Fall 2014-present
PBIS Instructional Coach, Fall 2016-present
CDL Bus Driving License – Summer 2018-present
School-Based Autism Specialist
 District Training – 2016-2017
 Self-selected training through VCU non-credit courses 2017-present
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 Transition Training for IEPs
 Self-selected 45 hour training through VCU’s non-credit course and CCPS partnership
 VCU Communities of Learning in Autism (CoLA) Conference – June 2019
Instructional Rounds Facilitator – 2016-2017
 Organized instructional rounds – teachers observing colleagues and identifying
commonalities without the building (both successes and areas of challenges)
 Areas of challenges drive following year’s school-wide professional development
 Instructional Rounds Team – 2015-2016

Recognitions
Middle School Teacher of the Year, Chesterfield County Public Schools, 2020
Teacher of the Year, Providence Middle School, 2020
Providence Middle School Potato Bar – CCPS Video Feature ( https://youtu.be/G9otRaP4OlM )
– March 2019
School Board Recognition of National Board Certification – February 2019
National Board Recertification Ceremony – January 2019
Employee of the Month, Providence Middle School, November 2018
Superintendent’s Game Changer Award – December 2018
Liberty University – Magna Cum Laude Graduate, May 2017
Arkansas State University – Summa Cum Laude Graduate, Dec 2013
National Board Certification Achievement Recognition – Jan 2009

